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ABSTRACT 

The evaluations of the Summer Program and Phase II of 
Project C.H.I.L.D. are provided in this final report of the project.. 
The objectives of the project were to: (1) improve the behavior of 
preschool children enrolled in the project; (2) increase the ability 
of teachers and parents to objectively evaluate the status and grq%#th 
of children; (3) develop parental attitudes that are favorably 
disposed towards presentations designed to help then better 
understand themselves and their children; (4) develop parental 
attitudes that are favorably disposed towards the project as a whole; 
and (5) evaluate each of these objectives,' numerical and Likert-type 
rating scales were developed, which included measures of a Behavior 
Check List for Teachers and Parents, a Speaker Evaluation Form for 
parents, and a Final Evaluation parent form. The evaluation of each 
of these objectives is provided for the summer Program in the first 
section of the report. -In the second section of the report, the 
objectives of Phase II of the project are evaluated. These objectives 
were to: (1) increase the parents' bank of knowledge on means to 
assist their children to become more successful in school; (2) 
assist, through teacher and parent training, children in building a 
stronger self-image and other social-emotional skills; (3) develop a 
core of elementary teachers trained in methods of interaction in 
Early Childhood Education and increase their ability in identifying 
and implementing strategies to handle classroom problems. The report 
contains numerous tables, charts, and forms. (For related dociiii)ent, 
see TM 003 097.^ (DB) 



U $. OE^AHTMENT OF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION 4 WELFARE 
NATIONAL INSTITOTf OF 
EDUCATION 

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO 
OUCEO EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM 
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN 
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS 
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE 
SENTOPFICIAt NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY 



FINAL REPORT 

COMBATTING HUM.\N IN.\DEQUACIES AND LCARXIKC DISORDERS 
Project C H.I.L.D. 



Mr. Charles A. Blick 
Project Director 
August 1972 



Doard of Directors 

Tahoma School District H09 

Maple Valley, Washington 



TAHCMA SCHOOL DISTRICT KO* 4U9 



1971 TITL^^ IIT i:yALUATIOr (SUi:r^:^ FHCOiA!:) 



The objectives of Pi^oject C.rM.L.D. are: 

!• To lUTprova the behavior of children enrollod in the 
Project; 

2. To increaoc the ability of teachers and parents to 
objectively evaluate the status and grov/th of children; 

3. To develop parental attitudes that are favorably/ disposed 
tOvvards presentations designed to help them better under- 
stand thernsolves and their children, 

4. To develop parental attitudes that are favorably dis- 
posed* tov;ards the Project as a whole; 

5* To evaluate each of these objectives, numerical and 
Likert-type rating, scales v;ero developed* These 
scales included tnoasures o^" each of the follov;ing: 

(a.) a Behavior Check List for Teachers and Parents;* 

(b»)' a Speaker Evaluation Form for parents; and 

(c.) a Final Evaluation parent form. 



cpj'^CTi'n: 1: TO ir?:^CY^ thd j^havich c? cHiLjr:;: -zvMciu-id iv r 



This objective v/as evaluated by asking both parents .ind 
teachers to respond to a twenty-item questionnaire measuring such 
aspects of child development as Input T rainin- (ability to learn 
quickly, good attention span, ability to distinguish differences, 
ability to understand emotions; Concept Deval oon--nt (ability to 
understand complex ideas, clear grasp ol reality, ability to rank 
order objects/ understand numbers and number processes, reco/^,ni!^es 
letters, uses appropriate vocabulary, understands hir.solf ani his 
reaction with others); and ^ xnrossive Skills (uses complete sen- 
tences appropriately, has woll-devclopod vocabulary, uses anpr^pri-- 
ate gestures in exprossin,^ himself, cares for hin:self efficiently 
such as in dressing and cleanin*^, ability to coordinate small 
muscle movements such as in tracing and coloring, has positive 
outlook on life and on his own abilities, gets along v/ell with 
others of his own age, gets along well with adults, and generally 
is well prepared for school)* 



^Appendix - Contains an exai.iple of the . Dennvlor Chock list for 
Teachers and Parent?; > 
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Bc-havior iiriprovement v;as evaluotcd in a nur.ber of diCVeront 
i-zays. f-'ont directly, it uas desirable and nocorjsary to determine 
what Plains; -/ere realised by those children particiuatin;^, in th.3 
Project. Taol3 1 rv-esents the ineai-JG, standard deviations and h - 
ratios o:' the teacher ratings before and after' the proixrarn benan. 

It should bo noted that Table 1 v/as prepared by converting 

ratings frojr. a scale v/ith a range o.' +3 to -3 to a 7-poi.nt scale 
as follov/s; 

CriPiinal Scale Converted Scale x-xirur: Points 

+3 7 140 i:os^ [•'avorab.le 

+2 6 120 

+1 5 100 

0 4 SO Average 

-1 3 

-2 2 40 

«3 1 20 Kost Unfavorable 

Thus, the maximum tnean score for any o." the six teachers v/ould be 
7n where n=nuL':ber of items (20 p>3r student) or a value of 140; 
average v/ould be 4n or oO; a minimum v;ould bo 20, 

From Table 1 it can be seen that the a\'erage initial rating 
made by each teacher v/as at least at an average value, the lov/est 
mean rating being £>0.50 for Teacher 2. The highest initial rating 
was 99.00 for Teacher 3. The grand mean rating over all six tea- 
chers v;?s co.lo or aoproximately an average item rating of 4.31. 
At least as perceived by the teachers, the stucents generally v/ere 
rated as average v;hen they entered the program. Only 23 students 
out o? the SB (2 papers had incomplete data and were not included) 
had initial ratings' below 80. 

Because the Behavior Check List for Teachers and Parents is 
a continuous graphic scale, it is possible to respond to categories 
betv;een any tv;o rating Doints. v^iere a mark v;as clearly closer to 
one value than to its contiguous category, the item was scored as 
if the respondent had marked the closest cater,ory; hov/ever, where 
marks v/ere' equidistant , the flip of a coin detern-.ined which of the 
tv,'o values would be recorded. 

Table 1 also shows the mean ratings by teachers at the end 
of the prop;ram. Teacher 5 reported the greatest amount of gain 
(7.67 ponts) against a low of an increase of 4.00 reported by 
Teacher 1. However, the rank-order correlrtion bef.veen teachers 
rankin'^G on pre and r.cst forms was 1.00 indicatin:: that teachers 
who tended to rank cither high or low initially, continued thxs 
practice on the post evaluations. 

The t-tests (for correlated groups) are presented in Table 1 
for each of the six teachers. All groups showed significrnt xniorove- 
ment except for Teacher 1 where differences are not statistically 
significant at the.o5 level. For all six teachers combined, the 
?ltcst was 7.59, a highly r^iAnificant different (PZ..01) . 
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Tabler, 2 through 7 provide further ir/ormation concerninr? 
gains and losses made by each student in the six c1;!ssgs, Colunms 
headed "Differoncey in Kcans" rppresent the diCferoncos in mean 
rat;ing3 obtainsd for each student by subtr^-ctin,?; tho pre-moan from 
pont-mean values. Kej^ative t- values incilcate that studonts v/ere 
rated lower at the end of the program than at the beginning. 

Table c summarizoa the gains and losses, both significont ^ 
and non-sii?:niricant, by teacher and for thr: total group. 3oi':o 47.-' 
of the studenti3 made gains that v;cre sta ti.:jtica.l.iy nivnificant v/he 
as only 1 carjc shc.ved a significant decline; 32,1 shov/ed some 
irnorcvenient, but not enough to be statistically significant; 
12;S or 16 students shov/cd' a non-significant Icssj and 5 students 
(7/.) neither gained nor lost. Gonio 79/» of the students, there- 
fore made sonic gain and only 9 students (13/') shov/ed any loss. 

Still another '.vay to examine the data is to evaluate how 
students v/ere rated on each of the 20 itens on the 3eh3vior Check 
List. The means and standard deviations of item responses^ oy 
teacher are presented in tables 9 through lA. Again, it v/hould 
be I'ocalled that the Behavior Check List contains 20 items and 
that all negative ratings have been elintinated by adding 4 points 
to the original category numbers thus yielding a revised scale 
with +7 as"'a m^ixiinuin for each itew and +1 as a minimuni. 

For Teacher One (see Table 9) , the lowest pre and post- 
rating occurred on item 11 of the Behavior Ch3ck List (under- 
standing emotions; the highest pro ana post-ratings v/as on item 
3 (distinguishes differences). Parents, en the other hand, rated 
item 2 lowest (flighty attention) and item 19 highest (gets 
along v;ith adults). Tables 10 through 14 summarise item means 
and standard deviations for teachers (both post and pre-ratings) 
and for parents. 

Table 15 is a su^nn-ary o"^ the item responses over all six 
teachers. In general, teachers at the outset of the program 
believed that students v/ere weakest in understanding emotions 
(item 11) and highest in understanding concepts of order (item 11; 
Parents, in contrast, believed that the inability to express 
oneself (item 10) v/as the weakest characteristic of their child- 
ren while the ability to distinguish differences was most reaaily 
perceived by their children (item 3). It should be noted that 
the minor discrGoancies between the total means presented in 
Table 15 and in Table 1 occur because of the differences in 
numbers of cases for whom data were available. 



OBJECTIVE 2: TO IKCH^.AS'.-. THE ABILITY OF rSACII^RS A?v'D PARENTS 
OBJL,UiiVr. ^, xu ^j3j^^^^3.,^,,LY i;vALUAT15 THE STATUS AIID GROUTH 

0? ClilLDRnnj 



This objective is closely related to the first but refers 

> 
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more speciTically to the ragrooment betv.-een teachers and parents. 
Tables 9 thron.r^h 15 indicate the means and st-.nd.ird deviation 
of item roopon'sos for teachers and for parents but the ^degree 
of a?;ree;r.ent or dioaf^reement is examined more closel}'- for tiiis 
second objective by examining Tc'cxes l6, 17, and 13. 

Table l6 shov;;; the median correlation coefficients botv/een 
pre and post-ratings of students by teachers and for all six tea- 
chers conbined. Teacher Six, for exan:plo, tended to rate stu- 
dents in es.'ientially the same rank ordci- both on pre and post 
measures, exccot for fJtudent ^ight v/hero the correlation is 
slightly negative. The median correlation betv/een pre ond post- 
rankings by'^teachers on the 33havior Check List v/as .73^ indica- 
ting a high degree o" stable ratings. 

Table 17 orcsents the r^edian correlations between pre- 
measures of teachers and pre-ratings by parents on the Eehflvior 
Check List > In many v/ays, this is a crucial tost of this second 
objective since it directly comtDares the perceptions of parents 
and teachers at the initial stage of the progran. Here it can 
.be seen that the median correlation is only .171 indicating a 
funeral lack of agreement bet-xeen parent and teacher perceptions 
of the children's 'b-haviors. The ranges of these correlations 
vary from -.331 to .7'f7 su.-.ge sting son^e disagreerr.ont amon.^ tea- 
chers and oarents for some children but rather high agreement for 
others. It should be noted that the value of also is somewhat 
lower in Table 17 than in Table l6. This occuri'ed because six 
of the parents either failed to rate their children or because 
ratings v/ere invalidated. 



These correlations cannot, of course, indicate v/hether the 
teachers or the parents were evaluating students more accurately 
but merely the extent of agreement or disagreen-ent. Taoxe 15 
clearly indicates that parents tended to rate their children 
much higher than did the teachers, at least on the pre-measures. 
However, since post ratings by parents were not available, it is 
not possible 'to compare the pre and post-corrclaticns for parents 
and teachers. ; 

Table iS indicates the correlations obtained by parents , 
(ore) and teachers (post). The median correlation over oil six 
teacher and oarents was .277 indicating slightly ncre agreement 
was obtained" v;hen parents' initial responses v.-ere compared vath 
the teachers' responses at the end o^ the program. Furthermore, 
the data shows that the mean ratings over 20 itens for teacner 
(post) ratin-'^s was extremely close to the initial responses 
of parents, 92.74 and 92.63, respectively. 

Tables l6, 17, and Ifi do not, of course, present any data 
regarding the extent of agreement between parents and teachers 
for any specific child. Tables 19 through 24 were designed to 
provide sooci ic information cn extent of agrecn-cnt (or disogree- 
^ c Sent) between pre and post-ratings by teachers, teacher prc-aml 

%RJC parent-post evaluations, and teacher post- and pnrcnt-pre ratings 

' ^ for each student in each of the six groups. 
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Tablo 19, for example, indicates the degree of ap;roGriient 
or dfeagreement betv.eon Teacher One and the parents in her p^rouo 
as they both eva3.uated the children on the l^^hnvior Check Llf^t ♦ 
Initially, the parent and teacher of Student too '^^reed rrab^tan-- 
tially (r =/73l) on their responses to the tv/enty items of the 
Echa\^ior Check List ; at the end o\ the program, the correlation 
betv/een their responses v/as even closer (r =.831); and the 
correlation betv/een the teacher's pre- and post- judgments 
of Student One v/as .oo}. A correlation of zero v;culd mean that^ 
parent and teacher a?;reed by chance only, and negative correiations 
indicate various degrees of disagreement. Similar types of inter-- 
pretations may be made for Tables 20 to 24 which present the same 
information except for Teachers Two to Six. 

About tv/o thirds (41 out of 62) o: the correlations pre- 
sented in Tables 19 to 24 v/hich compare teacher-parent pre-data 
correlations v/ith teacher-post and parent-pre correlations are 
higher in the latter group. This is further evidence that at 
the end of the prograni teachers agreed with parent evaluations 
to a much greater degree than they did at the beginning o'' the 
program. Unfortunately, no data are available that allov/ a com- 
parison v;ith parent evaluations o: their children at the end of 
the program. It appears (see Table 15) that teachers tended to 
rate children lov;er* than did the parents at the beginning of the 
program, but that at the end of the progran the later perceptions 
of the teachers' tended to agree more v/ith the pre-evaluations by 
the parents. 

Another v.'ay of examining the relationships between teacher 
and parent perceptions of the children is to run t-tests betv.'een 
the mean ratings of these two groups. Tables 25 presents^ these 
pre-data for each teacher and for the group as a iit.ole. I'.o sig- 
nificant difference is found betv;een the mean ratings for Teacher 
Cne and the parents of children in hor ^roup. In all other in- 
stances, there are highly statistically significant differences 
bet'.veen parent and teacher pre-cvaluations. Teacher Three v/as 
the only one to assign higher initial ratings to students than 
did the parents, and this difference was significant at the .01 
level. Teachers Tv.-o, Four, Five, and Six consistently rated 
the pupils lower as compared to the parent ratin^;s. '••'hen data 
from ail six grouos v/ere combined (see Total on Table 25), t= -3»05 
with df=59, tiis dif ferc-nce \;as highly in favor of lower initial 
ratings by teachers than parents. 

Table 26 prcoents a conparison o" the narcnt mean ratings 
obtained at the befjinninr; o. the profcram and rntin-s obtained 
by the teacher:^ at Uie end. Contrasting; this T^iblc v/ith Table 25 
provides further substantiation of the hypothesis that teachers 
tended to rate students low at the bef:jnninc of the prograni in 
comnarison to the parents' ratinr.s but t;rit thofje differences 
wer'e reduced to sere (except for Teacher Throe) at the end of 
the Program. Howover, the lack of data on parent percoptions _ 
at the end of the Trosram makes it difficult to fully substantiate 
this hypothesis. 

- -rrrTirrwrrBiriiirTniTMiiTi— TT- m -—l^MrTi--- 
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OBJKCTIVtC 3: TO DF-V^ilLOP PAliniiTAL ATTIjU^.S THAT AR?, ¥A'X?ABU 
DISPCSVQ TOV/ARDS PIISSEKTATIOKS D'iSIGKSD TO iiULP 
Tirji-I B^Tr^R UKD3RSTAi>ID TIBi:3nL;n:3 AIID THEia 

^HILDRKK. 

This objective v/as evaluated by constructi.ng a semantic 
differential-type rating scale for each of the five speaker 
presentations. The concept being evaluated v/as'^'Your conception 
of this session." Parents v;ere asked to indicate their reactions 
to bipolar traits on an eight-point numerical scale where 1 alv/ays 
signified a favorable aspect of the presentation, 4 v/as neutral, 
and o was the most negative response. The Appendix contains 
an example of the Speaker llvaluation Form . 

An examination of Table 27 indicates that Speakers T\/o and 
Three received extremely high ratings by attending parents — the 
average being about half-\-/ay betv.'een the tv;o most favorable cate- 
gories. Hpv/ever, Speaker Three received a fev/ more extremely 
negative responses (category o) than did the second speaker, 
and this is reflected in the increased standard deviation. Still, 
it should be pointed out that Speaker Three had the largest num- 
ber of parents at the session v/hich might account for the greater 
variability in response. 

Ko speaker received an average rating or more than 2.0 
points (higii points are unfavorable/, and the mean rating over 
all five spealcers v/as 1.699. Considering the small standard 
deviation of responses for Speaker Tv^o and the highly favorable 
mean rating (1,506), this was probably considered to be the best 
presentation follov/ad very closely by Speaker Three, and then by 
Speakers Five, Four, and One, respectively. Kov/ever, even 
Speaker Cne v;aG considered to be excellent. Thus, each speaker 
v/as rated very highly by the parents. 

Parent comments v/ere also encouraged by asking three ques- 
tions on the SDeaker Evaluation Form ; 1-Hov/ might this session 
have been im'5rovcQ; 2-..iiat v/as the most i:nportant idea you recei- 
ved from this session; 3- ".'hat v/as the least i-portant idea you 
received from this session. 

Table 2£> surmnarizes the comments of the parents to Session 
Cne. Most parents chose not to respond to any cf these questions, 
and of those '.mo did, question three, in particulnr, seemed to 
evoke the fev/cst rGspon:503. .uestion tv;o, in contrast, led to 
a great variety of different responses, but many v/ore so brief 
that interpretation v;as very difficult. Kone-thc-less, the tv/o 
points brought out most often \/cr3 that the early years of 
development v/erc most important for mothort-. and that children 
are unique. The rc;naining responses were extremely general and 
could not be categorized more specifically. Cf the 12 persons 
rcspordinf; to question one, B responded that eltlicr it was too 
hot in the room or that the program should start on time. 
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Table 29 contains the responses oJ the parents to Session 
T\io. Again, tho pattern of responding was similar to the first 
session's. Thirty-three out of " 42 parents <^nve no response to 
the first question concerning hov/ the session might have been 
improved; 5 stated the session v/as excellent; 1 v/anted the session 
to begin on time; 2 v/anted to talk to more parents; and 1 v/anted 
an outline of the speaker's presentation. 

Question tv/o (most important idea) for the second session 
led to a great variety of responses. Twenty-three chose not to 
respond; 5 persons s*-.ated the main idea of the session to be 
the value of praise; another 5 believed the purpose of the session 
was to ask children better questions; and 9 had very general re- 
sponses that could fit into no specific category. 

Question one in Table 30 concerns methods of improving 
Session Three. Of the 5o parents attending, 39 did not respond 
to the question; 7 indicated that the presentation was excellent 
or needed no improvement; 3 persons each v/anted the temperature 
in the room lo--orsd, for parents to be given more time to, talk, 
and for the ideas to be explained more clearly; 1 suggested hav- 
ing more time; 1 wanted a larger attendance; and 1 suggested 
not having the sarae session again. 

Question t\ro for Session Three had 33 parents not respond- 
ing v/ith 12 others believing the main point of the presentation 
v/as to improve 'oneself to see changes in others; another 7 
persons mentioned the imoortance of love; 5 papers could not be 
categorised ("huinans are neat," "imprint," etc.); and one person 
believed that the most important aspect of the presentation v/as 
that attendance v/as r.anditory on her(his) part if the child v/as 
to continue in the program. 

Forty-eight persons did not respond to question ^three; 
4 more believed that ever^-iihing about the program v/as fine; and 
the remaining responses had frequencies of only one each. 

Table 31 includes the responses of parents to the fourth 
session. This session seemed to* encourage more ccmnon responses 
amon« oarents than did the others although many still did not 
respond to any of the Questions. Sixteen parents, for example, 
out'o:' the 23 r)rcsent, "did not respond to question one; 4 wanted 
mora time to tallc to teachers about individu-,! children; and 1 
each v/anted m.oro parents to come, or believed that they should 
have been infoiT-iod about the topic to bettor prepare questions, 
or to lov/er the classroom temperature. 

On Question tv/o, l6 parents did not respond, and of the 
remaininp 7, there v/ere 6 who thought the main idea v/as feedoack 
on their ovm children. One parent stated that the most important 
idea learned v/as that parents are trained by their children. 



r 
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Minetcon narents did not rcpoond i n ni,«c-^-?^r, *.u 

?e?n?orcement^ ^"'"P^^^^^"^ ^'^^"6 ^^^^^ned was the nlffov 

Table 32 reports the results of the parental •.^ritfr.n 
responses bo Session Fivo. On question or.erfo pareSi dfS not 
respond out of a total o.; 37; 4 wanted moroSime^forcm"-ion?L 
by the audience; and one each wanted to start sooner l^Jei" ?hf ^ 

Lldl^g^^r^AelcL^^I/'^^^^ to"M/;^r.o'Ll 

that th^^^^^^^^ 'is^~ 1^ rarS\T?.^L^^^^^^ 

Jv^Srr ^^-^ ^^''^ild; 2 persons Sf e?red to ?he 

caS^ °- services that are avilable to help children w[|h hand?! 
caps J 1 believea ohe purpose of the session v;as to Doint out 
that tax money '.-.-as being used incorrectly j and one stated th-^t 
to'chlldJeS;"' '° parerti'to ca??? ouf threats 

• The third question vms not answered by 33 out of the 

ana j.^elt ohao the least important asoect of the- Drf=s;?=nf'-^--rsA 
was^the emphasis on not correcting a chUd Shei'he'd?rsoSeJSng 



ized on'^?PbS??i^to%°"-^l?- Pf^^"Jj^^itten responses as sui™r:ar- 
izea on cables 28 to 32 indicates that most of the parents did 

w?L'^rp?ove'^'o If-f^' ^""^ '•^^? ^^^y orihe'co^^ents 

li 1 ? yf '^"^^ value in plannlns; for additional 

speakers m the future. Ilone-the-less, there\.ere some excellent 
frfS^^'°''^ ^"^^ especially when the'parents v;ere no? asklJ tf 
inaicate negative comn-nts. Certainly it was the second Question 
that encouraged parents to evaluate what they had heard. - 

CBJ3CTI73 4: TO Dr.lTuLC? PAaSIITAL ATTITUDIUS THAT ARB FAVORA'^LY 
DISPOSED T0:;AaD5 THmI PROJECT AS A '.vHOLE. 

. 1 ."^^^ fourth objective of Project G.H.I.L.D. was evaluated 
by asking parents to complete a Final ^valu ation Term (See 
Appendix! which consisted of 5 Likert-type itonis." In all instc-nces 
option A was the most favorable and option D the least favoPlbio?' 
To be consistent \-/ith other instriments devolonod for this Pro- 
^^mIo^?!^^"/^^^^ accorded 1 point, 3 was given 2 points, etc. 
Tables 33 and 34 suminarize the responses to the MnolTvniuation 
Form for parents of the Pre-Kindergarten sainolo anci Pro-!''irst — 
Grade sample, respectively. 
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Table 33, item 



4 ("After being involved with Project 



C.H.I.L.D. during the summer of 1971, I feel that the overall 
proo-ram v/asi") was nerceived most favorably by parents in the 
Pre-K Grout) follov/Gd by item 5 ("This is the last summer in which 
Project C.H.I.L.D. vdll receive Federal support. Continuation 
of the urogram, next summer, v;ill require the use of local funds. 
As a parent, I feel that the school board and administrators 
'should consider its continuation:"), Item 1 ("As a result of 
Project C.H.I.LD., my knov/led^ye of human development ana child 
rearing nracticcs in' general has:"), item 2 ("As a result of Pro- 
ject C.ILI.L.D., mv knoi-aedge concerning the social, emotional, 
and educational abilities of my hild has:"), and finally, by 
item 3 ("As a result c? Project C.H.I.L.D., I feel that mi 
child's social, emotional, and educational aoilities have: j. 
The me ' an s are 1.100, 1.241, 1.724, 1.800, and .2.0o9> respectively 
v/ith the overall mean being 1.585. Some c4>i' oi the parents 
responded to ootions A and 3 (highly favorable ^ and no Pfi;fnt 
resTsonded to any of the five items by checking option D (highly 
unikvorable) . As far as the parents of the Pre-K Group is concerned 
therefore. Project C.H.I.L.D. is perceived by them in a most 
favorable light. 

The res-oonses of the parents of the pre-first graders are 
summarized as these parents tended to evaluate Project C.H.I.L.D. 
•somewhat higher than did the parents of those children enrolled 
■!n the Pre-K Grouo. Again, it appears as ix the weakest -part 
of the Program was elicited by item 3 (increase m emotional, 
social, and educational abilities). Parents saw items 4 and 5 
as beiig equally favorable (means = I.I36). Tnc rank orders of 
items rited by the parents in the two groups are almost identical— 
v/hat is perceived as valuable for the one group was seen as 
valuable" by the other. The greatest difference in ^ne responses 
of the two groups occurred on item 1 which yielded a mean dix^er- 
ence of .315 in favor of the Pre-K parents. Since these parents 
are probably a younger and less experienced group, the advantages 
of Project C.H.I.L.D. in increasing their knowleage of human 
development and child psychology oyer the more experiencea group 
seems obvious. 

Of the 30 narents who responded to the Final Evaluation 
Form (Pre-K Group), 8 or about 27;^ made no written comments at 
allT Ziihteen cbi!ientcd favorably about different aspects 0. the 
program such as: ' 

-r.-y rirl is more aware of things around her, 

-•3ve?y school district s hou ld have a program like this 

all the time. ^, ». t 

-I no longer slap my children, .but tell them how I xeel. 
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-Ky child learned to get along better v/ith himself 

and friends* 
-This v/as very important for my child* 

The speakers and their ideas made me stop and think 

about the v/ay I react to my children and their everyday 

problems • 

-I have good feelings about the program; new insights— 
personal # 

The four parents who made ^suggestions or v/ho had negative 
feelings responded to the program in the follov/ing v/ay: 

-A longer session v;ould have been more beneficial • 

-I thinlc it v/ould be a much more important program if 
you could reach some of the children vfhose parents don't 
have time or the interest to bring them# 

-The only suggestions concern external problems; possibly 
a list., program phone number or such to f onnulate. car 
pools; more publicity prior to the sessions. possibly 
an outline on the parentis [sic] meetings. 

-It v/as an interesting program, but I don*t feel it Is 
important enough to be continued by local funds • I feel 
the funds could be better used to lov/er the student-^tea-? 
cher ratio. 

Of the 2-2 parents comprising the Pre-lst Group, S parents 
(36,^5) made no v/ritten comments on the Final Evaluation Form# 
Some 0-, the typically favorable comments made by parents inclu- 
ded the follov/ing: 

-Speakers v/ere v/ell chosen. 

--I have a more open mind about my child's abilities. I 

don't expect so m.uch. 
-The Program should definitely be continued. 
-I-ly child seems to look fon/ard to going to school more 

than he did. 

Only one parent had any comjtients that could bo judged as 
negative* This parent seemed to have had a good deal of under- 
standing about her (his) child prior to the training sessions, 
and therefore only had expectations confirmed. "/Cnother parent 
had only favorable comments to make but of re red some suggestions 
for persuading the Board of Education to continue the local 
financing of Project C.H.I.L.D. 



T 



1971 PROJECT C.H.I.L.D. 

tsacher/studbnt listing for SUia-3R 



Teacher 1 (0//ens) 

1 J Bell 

2 T Berry 

3 J Gordon 

4 B Hunt 

5 J Karowski 

6 K Leickom 
7' B Lucy 

S T Paris 

9 B Slette 

10 M Steff ins 

11 T Timmerman 

Teacher 2 (Boren) 



Teacher 4 (Fite) 



1 

2 
3 

4 

I 

7 

8 

9 



J 
T 

u 



S Boswell 
K Berg 
D_ Brov/n 
y' Hayes 
K Johnston 
Karap 
Land in 
Pervier 
Plattner 

10 B Stevenson. 

11 M Thomas 

12 C Whalen 

Teacher' f (Ilorrov?) 

1 K Brood 

2 N Gramradt 

3 II Home 

4 J Hubbard 

5 C Huffman 

6 N Morgan 

7 L Owens 

$ D Palmers 

9 S Smith 

10 T Ivhitcraft 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

7 

8 

9 



B 
G 
G 
C 
L 
S 
T 
T 
L 



, 10 J 

11 D 

12 J 



Bodv/ell 

Coaly 

Hanson 

Henninger 

Lev/is 

Marshall 

Kitts 

Parish 

Quinnett 

Sundrall 

v/hit craft 

\/ilson 



Teacher 5 (Kykland) 



1 
2 
3 
4 

I 
7 

9 



D 
G 
J 

K 
R 

' ? 

!•* 

J 

T 
J 



10 R 

11 B 

12 D 



Brav.'ford 
Donaldson 
Fat land 
Johnson 
Lai iont 

Kicolai 

Fascoe 

Ruffle 

Sutcliffe 

'./alsh 

V.niting 



Teacher 6 ("orfcan) 

1 A Farrell 

2 C Henninger 

3 J Jones 

4 D llitts 

5 L Paris 

6 R Robertson 

7 H Strain 

8 S Todd 

9 B Tongue 

10 ?j Vaji c3g Brake 

11 L V;ald 



1 
I 
I 

a 
1 



ERIC 



TAELIS 1 

PRE AND POST WA^S AND t-TESTS FOR EACH OF THE 

SIX PARTICIPATING TEACHSR3 USIIIG THE B>:KAVI0R CHECK LIST 



Teacher 


K 


Means 


Means 


(i'eans) 


SE Diff. 


t 




P 


1 


11 


95.09 


91.09 


4.00 


3.32 


1.21 


10 


NS 


2 


12 


36.92 


80.50 


6.42 


. 2.01 


3.19 


11 


/.Ol 


3 


10 


105.90 


99.00 


6.90 


1.37 


5.04 


9 


/.Ol 


. 4 


12 


89.67 


83.42 


6.25 


2.52 


2.48. 


11 


Z-05 


5 


12 


88.75 


81.08 


7.67 


1.86 


4.12 


11 


Z.oi 


6 


11 


91.00 


84.36 


6.64 


2.30 


2.89 


10 


Z.05 


Totals 


68 
















Grand 

Means 




92,50 


86.18 


6.32 


.83 


7.59 


67 


/.Ol 



TABLE 2 

tEAK ITEM SCOIISS OBTAIinSD BY F-ACH STUDEIIT (M=ll) A3 
DETERiaiTulD SY PiF. AMD POST RATINGS BY TEACH''^,Il OKE 

Degrees of Freedom = 19 

Difference 









In I'sans 


t 


p 










3«53 


/.Ol 










J * 


/.Ol 


3 


6.7 


6.4 


.3 


3.5o 




4 


4.1 


3.9 


.2 


2.03 


KS 


5 


3.9 


4.3 




-3.20 


/.Ol 


6 


5.2 


5.4 




- M 


NS 


7 


4.5 


5.2 


-.7^ 


-1.67 


KS 




3.S 


3.7 


.1 


.Si 


NS 


9 


4.1 


4.1 


0 


.00 


KS 


10 


6,6 


5.9 


.7 


5.4e 


/.Ol 


11 


4.3 


4.5 


.3 


1.3S 


KS 



= Lower ratings on post evaluation 
NS = Mot Significant 



1 



I 
m 



TABLE 3 

■ ^EAN ITEM SCORSS OBTAINED BY EACH STUDENT (N=12) AS 
DSTEIlIiir>!i!;D BY PRE AKD- POST RATIKGS 3Y TEACHER T^.JO 







(Degress 


of Freedom - 


19) 




ident 


Post Mean 


Pre Mean 


Difference 
In Keans 


t 


P 


1 


3.7 


3.7 


0 


.00 


KS 


2 


3.2 


2.7 


.50 


3.25 




3 


4.5 


4.2 


.3 


1.75 


NS 


4 


5.7 


5.6 


.1 


1.45 


NS 


5 


4.1 


3.0 


1.1 


6.24 


^.01 


6 


5.5 


5.3 


.2 


1.37 


NS 


7 


3.S 


3.5 


.3 


2.52 


Z.05 


3 


2.4 


2.4 


0 


.00 


KS 


9 


5.0 


4.7 


.3 


2.85 


1,01 


10 


4.4 


3.6 


• o 


5. Si 




11 


5.6 


4.a 


.a 


2.85 


£.01 


12 


5.2 


5.1 


• .1 


.35 


HS 



NS = Kot significant 



ERICI 



T 



TABLE 4 



1 



I-IfSAN ITGH SCORES OBTAIKED BY EACH STUD^CMT (K=10) AS 
DETKRI^IIN-'ID BY PES AND POST RATIKQ3 BY TEACHER THRKB 

(Degrees of rrcedora = 19) 



Student 



Post Mean Pre Mean 



Difference 
In Means 



1 


5.7 


5.4 


.3 


2.65 




2 


6.1 


5.7 


.4 


2.63 




3 


4.9 


4.3 


.6 


3.94 


/.Ol 


k 


5.0 


4.6 


.4 


3.56 


^.01 


5 


4.5 


3.3 


.7 


4.33 


/•Ol 


6 


5. '7 


5.6 


.1 


1.63 


KS 


7 


5.5 


5.6 


- .1* 


.57 


RS 


8 


■4.6 


4.4 


.2 


2.52 


Z.05 


9 


4.9 


4.5 


.4 






10 


6.3 


6.0 


.3 


2.04 ■ 


NS 



= Lov/er ratings on post evaluations 
K3 = Hot significant 



ERIC 



T 



TABLE 5 

mm iT?M scoHss obtaiitsd by each studsmt (k=12) as 

DETERI-IIK^.D BY THE PH^i; AMD POST RATIIIG3 OF TF.ACIIKa FOUR 
(Degrees of Freedom = 19) 



Difference 



ident 


Post Ilean 


Pre Kcan 


In f-leans 


t 


P 


1 


5.5 


5.0 


.5 


2.70 


Z.05 


2 


4.5 


4.4 . 


.1 


.53 


NS 


3 


5.1 


5.0 


.1 


.1^ 


NS 


4 


2.3 


2.6 


- .3^ 


-1.^3 


NS 


5 


3.4 


3.2 


: . .2 


1.07 


KS 


6 


5.6 


4.5 


1.1 


2. Si 


Z.05 


7 


4.5 


3.7 


.8 


3.62 


/.Ol 


3 


"4.4 


4.5 


-. 1^ 


-1.14 


KS 


9 


5.9 


5.2 


.7 


4.27 


/.Ol 


10 


5.0 


4.7 


.3 


2.04 


NS 


11 


5.2 


4.5 


.7 


3.32 


£.01 


12 


2.9 


3.0 


- .1»* 


- .51 


NS 



= Lower ratings on Post Evaluation 
NS - Not Significant 



1 



9 



I 

a 



TABLE 6 



r-EAN ITEM SC01133 OBTAINED BY EACH STUDENT (K=12) AS ' 
DETSmaKSD BY TljE PRE AI'D POST RATINGS OF TSACKER FIVE 

(Degrees of Freedom ~ 19) 
Difference 

Student Post Mean Pro Mean In Means t P 



JL 






.7 

• * 


4.95 


/.Ol 


2 


3.4 


3.3 


.1 


.90 


MS 


3 


5.2 


5.0 


.2 


1.71 . 


NS 




4.3 


4.2 


.6 


3.94 


/.Ol 


5 


5.2 


5.1 


.1 


.70 


NS 


6 


3.9 


3.0 


.9 


5.67 


/.Ol 


7 


5.2 


4.4 


. 3 


3.35 




3 


-4.3 


i^.3 


.5 


2.65 


Z-05 


9 


4.1 


3.9 


.2 


2.13 


Z.05 


10 


4.1 


4.0 


.1 


.31 


NS 


11 


4.1 


3.6 


.5 


3.33 


Z.oi 


12 


4.0 


4.1 


- .1** 


- .13 


NS 



= Lov/er ratings on pBt evaluation 
NS = Kot Signicant 



TABLE 7 



KSAM SCOiTiS CBTAIMJ5D BY EACH STUDEl^IT (K=ll) AS 

DETSai-ZlF^D 3Y TH^ PRE AMD POST RATIICGS OF TEACHl^R SIX 

(Degrees of Freedom = 19) 



Student 



Post Mean Pre Mean 



Difference 
In Means 





1 


6,2 


5.6 


.4 


2.04 


NS 


1 


2 






O 
• i& 








3 


4.5 


3.6 


.9 


-1.00 


HS 




4 


4.6 


4.3 


.5 


3.66 


Z.oi 




5 


4.3 


4.3 


0 


.00 


NS 




6 


4.4 , 


4.3 


.1 


1.00 


NS 




7 


5.6 


4.6 


1.0 


4.99 


/.Ol 




a 


■4.2 


3.0 


1.2 


3.04 


Z.05 




9 


"5.6 


5.5 


.3 


2.04 ■ 


KS 




XO 


3.9 


3.6 


.3 


1.93 


KS 




11 


4.2 


4.2 


0 


.00 


KS 






KS = 


Not significant 
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TABLE 9 

Keans and Standard Deviations of Item Responses on the Behavior 
Check List for Teacher One (Both Pre and Pest Data Reported) 
and for Parents. 

W = 9 





Teacher 
Post Data 




Teacher 
Pre-Data 




Parents 






fiean 


3D 


Mean 




t.ean 


Item 1 


5.46 


1.13 




x» px 




1 "KQ 

X . P7 


2 


5.1ii 


1.54 


e PA 

5 •uU 






X.ZfP 


3 


5.55 


1 .t/f 




• oc 


p .UU 


X . wC 


I 

4 




lo4 




X • /!-X 


p * XX 


X «iC / 


? 




X • j>o 








1 '^Q 
X.p7 


u • 




1 n/. 




• ux 


if .ov 


X.ifP 


7 
f 




1 10 
X* X#C 




X • vif 


P .L'U 


XiuXO 


o — 








X. /o 


4* PP 


lOP 


9 


4-27 


2.37 


4»09 


2 . 17 


4*7o 


1.79 


10 


4. IS 


1.17 


4.1s 


1.25 


4*11 


1.62 


11 


3.32 


1.33 


3.73 


1-42 


4-7^ 


1.64 


12 


4.27 


1.27 


4.27 


1*27 


4.44 


1.67 




4.36 


1.21 


4. IS 


1.19' 


4-67 


1.66 


14 


4^55 


1.37 


4.27 


. 1.27 


4.67 


1.00 


15 


5.C9 


1.22 


4.36 


1-53 


4.76 


.97 


16 


4.64 


l.ou 


4.09 


X • 92 


4.67 


1.41 


17 


4.S2 


1.60 


4.73 


1.49 


4.11 


1.27 


IS 


4.64 


1.50 


4.64 


1.69 


4.56 


1.24 


.1-9 


4.64 


1.29 




1#4C 


5.44 


1.24 


20 


4.27 


1.69 


4.46 ' 


1-75 


4-76 


1.09 


Totals* 


95.46 


23. £6 


91.09 


22.97 


92.67 


20.04 



^^Based on ^ point scale over 20 items 



Leans and Standard Deviations of Item Responses on the Behavior 
Check List for Teacher Two (3oth Pre and Post Data Reported) and 
for Pai-^nts. 



Teacher Teacher 

Post Data Pre Data , Parents 





Mean 


ou 






J^ean 




Item 1 


"; 5-. 25 


1.06 


4.67 


.69 


4.50 


1.A5 


2 




1.0a 


3.42 


1.66 


4.24 


1.22 




4.50 


1.00 


4.17 


.94 


5.43 


1.24 


% 


'■ 4.33 


.89 


3.92 


.90 


5.25 


.87 


5 


5.17 


.84 


4.75 


.75 


4.5o 


1.31 


6 


4.25 


.62 


4.25 


.62 


5.25 


1.29 


7 


4.50 . 


..52 


4.25 


.75 


4.67 


1.50 


6 


4.00 


1.21 


4.00 


1.28 


4.33 


1.23 


9 


4.25 


1.42 


4.17 


1.47 


4.00 


1.95 


10 


4.67 


1.50 


3.92 


1.6S 


4.50 


1.31 


11 . 


4.90 


1.21 


3.42 ■ 


1.24 


4.33 


1.07 


12 


3.92 


"1.73 


3.59 


1.93 


4.50 


1.31 


13 


3.75 


1.29 


3 .?w 


1.45 


4.42 


1.38 


14 


5.25 


.97 


4.50 


1.17 


5.17 


1.12 


15 . 


4.42 


.52 


4.25 


. .45 • 


5.17 




16 


4.17 


1.40 


4«vJG 


1.41 


4.75 


1.36 


17 


4.25 


1.66 


3.5s 


1.9s 


4. eg 


1.56 


18 


4. 08 


1.56 


3.92 


1.73 


4.75 


.87 


19 


4.^3 


1.19 


4.50 


1.31 


5.CS 


.99 


20 


3.92 


1.3^ 


3.75 


1.22 


4.25 


1.29 


Totals-5* 


07.5s 


19.23 


g.C50 


21.00 


93.25 


16.26 



^Based on 7 point scale over 20 items 



TABLE 11 



Means and Standord Deviations of Item Responses 
Check List for Teacher Three (both Pre and Post 
and for Parents. 

U = B 



on the Behavior 
Data Reported) 





Post 


Pre 


Post 


Pre 


Post 


Pre 




Teacher 


Teacher 


Parent 


Item 1 


Mean 
5. CO 


SD 
.62 




SD 
-1 .-.ft 

l.WO 


3.75 


SD 

1.39 


2 


5.00 


.&2 


4.20 


1.32 


3.63 


1.92 


3 


5.50 


.65 


5.10 


.99 


5.50 


.76 


4 


5.5c 


.71 


5.10 


.66 


5. 50 


1.41 


*• * 

7 


5.10 


774 


4.90 


.74 


4.00 


1.07 


6 


5.4c 




4. 90 


.99 


4.75 


1.G4 


7 


5. 60 




5.60 


.64 


5.00 


.93 


3 


■5.00 


.67 


4.90 


.74 


4.66 


1.13 


9 


5.9c 


1.37 


6 .00 


1.41 


4.25 


1.49 


10 


5.6c 


' .97 


5. GO 


1.16 


4.13 


1.64 


11 


5.3^ 


.62 


4.9c 


1.01 


4.75 . 


1.04 


12 


5.5c 


.97 


4.90 


1.45 


5.50 


1.69 


13 




.62 


5. CO 


.94 


4.50 


.93 


14 


5.20 


1.03 


4.90 


1.37 


5.36 


1.19 


15 


5.90 


.74 


5.50 


.65 


5.25 


1.67 


16 


5. CO 


1.16 


4.70 


1.42 


4. CO 


1.65 


17 


4.60 


1.14 


4.7c 


1.16 


3.63 


1.30 


16 


5.0c 


.94 


4.70 


.95 


5.13 


1.36 


19 


5.40 


.69 


4.70 


1.25 


5.13 


1.64 


20 


4.90 


.h6 


4.9c 


. 1.01 


4.13 


1.25 


Total** 


1.5.90 


12.51 


99.00 


14-90 


92.75 


13.66 


ft 


Based on 


7 point scale 


over 20 


items* 







TABLE 12 

cS L?t^fS;i'^?r^ Deviations or Item Responses on the Behavior 
and ror'-parents! Four" (both Pre and Post Data Reported) 



6 



II = 11 



Teacher Teacher ! ' 

r-. Post Dsta Pre Data P?rent«; 

1 f!i H ¥n E ^ :e.n sr^ 



2 4.42 1.44 3.92 

3 4.33 1.07 ' 3.83 



^ 4.CO 1.04 3.42 .90 

5 4.5s l.GS 4.50 1.08 

- 1-16 4.25 1.06 

I 5.S3 1.34 5.09 1.22 

^ 3.75 1.77 3.92 1.78 

9 3.50 1.89 3.67 



'10 4.00 1.35 

^1 3.67 1.30 

^2 4.33 . 1.67 

13 4.25 1.22 

1^ 4.75 1.55 

^5 4.75 1.06 

16 5.og 

^7 4.92 1.83 

IS 4.83 

^9 5,17 1.70 

2C 4.42 



90 , 4.73 1.19 

1-31 5. CO 1.00 

•94 5.09 .83 

3.91 .94 

5.44 ' 1.23 

A. 82 .98 



4.00 1.41 

3.75 .97 

4.25 1.36 

4.17 1.12 



4.17 1.34 
Tctalj. 89.67 22.4C 84.O8 / 17.66 

* Based on 7 point scale over 20 items 



4.18 1.08 



1-92 4.18 



4.17 1.47 4,g2 

A. 42 .66 
•31 4.42 .90 



4. CO 1.21 
1-^0 4.58 1.56 

^'^^ 1.51 4.82 



1.17 



4.27 1.68 
3.91 1.14 
4.91 1.64 
1.25 



.67 



5.46 1.51 
5.18 1.94 



A. 73 1.68 
4-55 1.57 



^ 1.66 
4.82 1.47 

93.82 15.35 



TABLE 13 

Means and Standard Deviations of Item Responses on the Behavior 
Check List for Teacher Five (both Pre and Psot Reported) 
and for Parents. 

K = 12 



Teacher 



Teacher 





Post 


Data 


rrO 








1 


Mean 
4.25 


• f? 


Mean 
-J • 


St) 

Q1 


^'^ean 

*+• 7^ 


SD 

1 9h 


2 


4.50 


•91 




• y/f 


? -UO 


1 1,1, 


3 


4.50 


1 Of 




1 Ai 

X •OX 






1 

4 






^ • ?0 




A 09 












QQ 
• 77 




1 

JL • If 


o 




• oy 




1 9/. 

X • ^Xf 


4.07 


1 /.7 
X«/f f 


t 




i.Q 


*f •i f 




*f • 7v^ 


1 17 


o 


it 11 






1 } 1 


if • X/ 


1 i.7 


Q 

7 


^ • WO 




if • 7<C 






1 IP 


10 


7. Of? 


•77 


p .If/: 


• yu 


7 '^J 


1 GA 


1 1 


1 OC 






• Oic 


4 • 


1. 51 


1 o 


4.50 


1.17 


3.92 


1.24 


4.42 


1.52 


13 


4.75 


.96 


4. CO 


1.13 


5.08 


1.51 


14 


4.75 


.97 


4.25 


.75 


4.92 


1.38 


15 


4.08 


.29 


4.00 


.DC 


4.92 


1.56 


16 


4.5a 


.79 


4.42 


.66 


4.50 


1.7a 


17 


4.50 


i.oa 


4.42 


.90 


4.67 


1.16 


la 


4.5a 


.66 


A. 33 


.89 


4.42 


1.17 


19 


4.42 


.66- 


4.42 


.90 


5.08 


1.31 


20 ' 


4.33 


.7a 


4.35 


1.22 


4.58 


.99 


Totals* 


89.0a 


11. ai 


ai.oa 


12.28 


93. CO 


20.99 




Based on 7 


point scale 


ofver 20 


Items * 







TABLE 14 

Means and Standard Deviations of Item Responses on the Behavior 
Check List for Teacher Six (both Pre and Post Reported) and for 
Parents . 

K - 10 





Teacher 
Post Data 


Teacher 
Pre Dat 




Parents 




X 


Mean 


Si) 
l.Bl 


Mean 
4.18 


SD 

1.S9 


Keon 
4.10 


su 

1.29 






I.7B 


3.^2 


1.72 


4.70 


1.16 


J 




1.36 


4.S2 


1.33 


5.00 


1.16 


L 
**• 




1.03 


4.00 


1.41 


4.4c 


.66 


5 
✓ 


4.46 


1.37 


4.47 


1.29 


3.fi0 


.92 


6 


4.73 


1.19 


4.64 


1.21 


4.«JC 


.79 


7 


4.73 


1.42 


4.55 


1.51 


4.50 


1.27 


a 


4-73 


1.19 


4.73 


X • u-V 


4. So 


• .92 


9 


3.S2 


" 2.46 


3.82 


2.4o 


4.20 


1.03 


10 


4.27 


1.79 


3.36 


2.06 


4 . 10 


.74 


11 


4.09 


1.45 


3 ."^4 


1.63 


4.20 


.79 


12 


4.30 


1. 50 


3.55 


1.75 


5.20 


1.39 


13 


4.46 


1.29 




1 

± • 00 




Q7 


14 


4.64 


1.63 


4.0c 


1.95 


4.cO 


1.03 


15 


4.32 


1.0s 


4.64 


1.03 


5.00 


.94 


16 


4.1s 


1.40 


409 


1.45 


4.20 


1.23 


17 


4.73 


1.35 


4.55 


.93 


4.10 


1.29 


16 


4.73 


1.62 


4.27 


1.74 


4.30 


.6a 


19 


6.64 


.67 


5.S2 


1.25 


5. CO 


1.05 


20 


3.91 


1.45 


3M 


1.12 


4.40 


1.17 


Totals* 


91.00 


1B.2B 


fc4.73 


16.64 


90. 00 


12.70 




Based on 7 


point scale 


over 20 items 
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TABLE 15 



N = 62 

) 





Teacher 




Teacher 




Pflrpnts 




X 


Post Data 
Means SD 
4.91 l.l6 


Pre Data 
Means 
4.34 


SD 
1.23 


4.42 


SD 
1.33 




4.54 


1.32 


4.B2 


1.37 


4.48 


1.41 


1 


4.^2 


1.17 


4.60 


1.25 


5.24 


1.16 


1 


4.57 


1.03 


4.06 


1.15 


4.82 


1.15 




4.79 


1.05 


4.54 


1.01 


4.26 


1.21 


6 


4.74 


1.07 


4.53 


1.09 


4.90 


1.17 


7 

f 


5.00 


1.08 


4. 39 


1.21 


4.77 


1.21 


g 


4.41 


1.41 


4.38 


1.44 


4.45 


1.19 


9 


4.43 . 


2.06 


4.41 


2.09 


4.29 


1.54 


10 


4.41 


1.39 


3.96 


1.50 


4.16 


1.48 


11 


4.16 


1 • 


3.75 


1.25 


4.31 


1.22 


12 


4.46 


1.45 


4.06 


1.45 


4.79 


1.54 


13 


4.46 


1.20 


4. .45 
4.34 


1.20 


4.66 


1.29 


14 


4.S5 


1.26 


1.35 


4.95 


1.08 


15 


4.^1 


1.01 


4.50 


.£6 


5.09 


1.29 


16 


4.60 


1.34 


4.28 


1.31 


4.58 


1.5c 


17 


4.67 


1.44 


4.31 


1.35 


4.26 


1.39 


l3 


4.63 


1.32 


4.39 


1.2^5 


4.59 


1.15 


19 


5.16 


1.30 


4.66 


1.35 


. 5.08 


1.28 


20 


k.2B 


1.42 


4.18 


1.33 


24.50 


1.19 


Totals|2.74 


18.93 


S6.35 


ia.39 


92.36 


15.54 




* Based 


on ? point 


scale over 


20 iteniS 







TABLE 16 



Median Correlations between Pre and Post Student Rankings 
by teacher on the fiehovior Check List 



Teacher 


Correlation 
(Pre-Post) 


Rrmftes 


N 


1 




.06£> to .851 


11 


2 


.739 


.250 to .955 


12 


3 


.235 


.396 to 926 


10 


k 


.723 


.207 to .S70 


12 


5 


.723 


.lis to .903 


12 


6 


.952 


-.087 to l.COO 


11 


Total 


.73s 


-.087 to l.COO 


68 



1 TABLE 17 



iledian correlutions between Pre-measures of teachers and Pre-rating 



Teacher 


Teacher and Parent Pre 


Ranfces 




1 


.047 


".IBO to .731 


9 


2 


.176 


-.101 to .563 


12 


3 


.131 


-.225 to .453 




h 


.313 


-.C65 to .612 


11 


5 


.3AS 


-.239 to .493 


12 


6 


.166 


-.331 to .747 


IC 


Total 


.171 


-.331 to .747 


62 



T 



,v/-* 



Mi 



TA3LE Ig 



I'edian correlations between Post measures of teachers and Pre-Ratings 
by parents on the Behavior Check List 



Teacher 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Total 



teacher post and -parent pre 



Ranges 



.U5 

.304 
.250 
.350 
.374 
.i6l 

.277 



N 



•r451 to .331 9 

-.401 to .553 12 

. 006 to .433 3 

-.237 to .960 11 

-.139 to. 322 12 

-.151 to .771 10 

-.451 to .960 62 
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TABLE 25 

Differences Between Means and t-tests for Teachers and Parents 
on the Behavior Check List (Pre-Data Only) 



Mean Difference 



Teacher 




Teacher Minus Parents 


SE Diff 


t 


df 


P 


1 


9 


1.66 


5.58 


.29 


& 


NS 


2 


10 


-17.10 


1.2a 


-13.35 


9 


^■.01 


3 


8 


9.25 


2.13 


4.35 


7 


^.01 


4 


11 


-9.55 


2.04 


-4.6a 


10 


<£1.G1 


5 


12 


-16.17 


1.65 


-9.60 


11 


-d.Ol 


6 


10 


-5.70 


1.63 


-3.49 


9 


-£..01 


Total 


60 


-7.30 


2.39 


-3.05 


59 
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TABLE 26 

Differences Betv/een Means and t-Tests 3etv/een Teachers (Post) and 
Parent.s (Pre) Evaluations on the Behaydor Check Listt 



Mean Difference 



Teacher 


K 


(Teacher minus Parent) 


SE Diff 


t 


df 


0 




1 


9 


6.33 


3.31 


1.91 




KS 




2 


12 


-7.75 


4.39 


-1.77 


11 


NS 




3 




16.25 


5.44 


2.9s 


7 






4 


11 


-5.91' 


6.ao 


-.87 


10 . 


NS 




5 


12 


-4.25. 


6.17 


-.69 


11 


NS 




6 


10 


.60 


5.04 


.12 


10 


KS 




Total 


62 


-.25 


2.29 


-.11 


61 
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TABLE 2$ 

Parent VJritten Responses to Sesseion One 

Question One: Hov/ might this session have been improved? 
Ko response = 36 

Room was too hot - 3 

I 

Start on time =-5 1 

I 

Discuss the film -2 I 
Tell what the child did =2 j 

M 

Question Two: V/hat \s'as the most important idea yau received | 
from this session? i 

Ko response =23 | 

Too ho" to think =1 | 

Value of understanding and training in early years =4 | 

Each child is his ovm self =4 | 

M 

Not to be strict =1 | 

Comments regarding attending all sessions and meaning ox" Project 2 i 

Kisceliancous ccnunents; ♦'parents-child relationship," "how to i 

prepare children for school" etc» * 1 

1 
'■^ 

m 

Question Th r e e: %'hat was the least important idea you received i 
rrom' this session? I 

1 

II o response =40 I 

to 

Everything was important =7 1 
Too hot to think =1 1 



•TABLE 29 

Parent Written Response to Sessions Two 

K = 42 

Question Onet How might this session have been improved? 

Ko resoonse = 33 

Excellent as presented = 5 

Start on time = 1 

3e able to talk to more parents = 2 

An outline of the talk could have helpad = 1 

Question Tvoi \!hat was the most important idea you received 
* from this session? 

Ko response = 23 

Value of praise = 5 

Asking questions properly = 5 

Miscellaneous con-.-r.entsi Help child develop into a true person," 
♦••understand your child or try to," 

Question Three; V.'hat was the least important idea you received 
"* from this session? 

uo response =35 

Everything v/as important - 5 

That each person is unique = 1 



TABLPj 30 

Parent V/ritten Responses to Session Three 

Question One Hov; mipjht this session have been imT?roved? 

Ko response = 39 

Excellent as presented 7 

Lower the temperature in the room = 3 

Let parents talk more = 3 

Make ideas clearej*; too vague = 3 

Need more time = 1 

Have more oeople attend = 1 

Improve session by not having it again = 1 

Question Two V/hat was th e nost imnortant idea vou received 

I'roni this s ession? * ^ " 
lio response =33 — ~ 

Improve oneself to see changes in others = 12 

Importance of love = 7 

Miscellaneous (•'Listening to peoole*s thoughts," "woman's 
role as mother," "humans are neat," ••imprint,") = 5 

Attendance is mandatory if child is to continue in school = 1 

Question Three VHiat was the least imrprtant idea you re ceived 

. M i rorn this s ession? ^ 
ho response = 46 ~~ 

Everything was important - 4 

Treat every member of family as a guest = 1 

Reoetitious material about love = 1 

Speaker is wrong about love producing a perfect child = 1 
Percentages = 1 

That potential of sold is covered up = 1 
Things I already know about = 1 



TABL^ 31 

Parent V/ritten Responses to Ge&sion Four 

Question one How mlr.ht this session have been improved? 
No response = l6 

Wanted time to talk to teachers about individual child = 4 
More parents should come = 1 

Should have been told topic in advance to prepare better - 1 
Lov;er classroom temperature = 1 

Question two V/hat is the most imoortsnt idea you have received 

from this session? 

No response = lb 

Feedback on individual child = 6 

Parents are trained by their children = 1 

Question three v;hat was the levv>t iraoortant idea you received 

from th:s session? 
ho response = 19 ' 

Everything was important - 2 

Iveed for reinforcement - 1 
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TABLK 32 

Parnet V/ritten- Responses to Session B'ive 

K-37 

Question One" How might this session have been imp^r>ved_? 

Ko response =3^ 

More Time for questions 4 

Start sooner after coffee break = 1 

Have more parents attend = 1 

Fix road into school 1 

Question Two lyhat was the most important idea you received from 

this session? 

Ko response = 24 ^ 

Ignore bad behavior = 9 

Services available for all ftinds of handicaps = 2 
Tax money being used vfrong = 1 
Carry out threats to children = 1 
Question Three 



\7hat V/3S the least imi^ortant idea you received 
from tnxs session? 



Ko response ^ 33 

Everything v/as important = 3 

TiOt to correct child v/hen they do something v/rong = 1 
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TABLE 34 

Responses on the Parent Final Evaluation Form: 

Pre-First Grade 



Response Distribution 

Item A B C D t'eans 

x 2 3 Ij 



1 Frequency 

Proportion 9 9 4 0 1-409 

.41 .41 .lii 0 



2 Frequency 

Proportion 7 9 6 0 1.954 

.32 .41 .27 0 



3 Frequency 

Proportion 6 6 5 3 2.227 

.27 .36 .23 .14 



4 Frequency 

Prooortion 19 3 0 ^ I.I36 

.06 .14 0 0 



5 Frequency 

Proportion 19 3 0 0 I.136 

.£0 .34 0 U 



Option Totals 60 32 15 3 

Option Proportions .55 .29 .13 .C3 

Grand Means 1.41^ 



TABLE 33 

Responses on the Parent Final Evaluation Form: 
P re-K i nd e rga r t en 



Item 



Resoonse Distribution 



A 

1 



B 
2 



C 

3 



D 
4 



KR 



Keens 



1. Frequency 
Proportion 



12 
.40 



13 
.43 



4 
.13 



0 
0 



1 
.C3 



1.724 



2. Frequency 
Proportion 



11 
.37 



14 
.47 



0 
G 



0 
C 



l.SCC 



,3 . Frequency 
Proportion 



O 



.26 



11 

-37 



10 
.33 



0 
0 



1 

.03 



2.069 



4 . Frequency 
Proportion 



27 
.90 



C 

0 



0 

c 



0 
0 



I.ICO 



5. Frequency 
Proportion 



<£l O <. 

.70 .20 .06 



0 
0 



.03 



1.241 



Option Totals 79 47 21 0 3 

Option Proportions . 53 .31 .14 0 .02 

Grand Ileans 
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Phase II of Project C.H.I.L.D. began in January and terminated in June of 
1972, the last year of the contract award. This phase involved a series of 
teacher workshops and workshops for parents. The objectives and methods 
employed to evaluate the goals of this phase of the project include the 
following: 



Objective 1: To Increase the Parents Bank of Knowledge On Means 
To Assist Their Children To Become More Successful 
In School 



A subjective semantic-differential rating sheet is being used to measure 
the influence of Project C.H.I.L.D. on parental attitudes and knowledge. This 
instrument Is administered to all parents attending the evening meetings. 
Questions relating to the usefulness. Importance, and interest value of the 
discussion, as well as important ideas gained by parents, are obtained In this 
manner. These will be tabulated on a sliding one to eight scale, with numerical 
as well as anecdotal values being obtained. 

Objective 2: Assist, through Teacher and Parent Training, Children in 
Building a Stronger Self-Iiaage and Other Social-Emotional 
Skills Which Promote Success in School 



During the last several months of Phase II all teachers who have been 
involved in the training will be asked to evaluate the progress of their 
children in social-emotional skills. A modified version of the developmental 
prof^iles which accompanies the Human Development Program will be used. This 
instrument is intended to measure the following areas of competence. 

(A) Awareness 

1. Self-Awareness ^ The aware child knows how he feels, what he 
thinks, and what he is doing. Although he is conscious of 
himself, he is not self-conscious, insecure or embarrassed. This 
awareness does not produce anxiety. He accepts and can acknowledge 
how he really feels, thinks and acts. 

2. Sensitivity to Others - The sensitive child is concerned about the 
well-being of other people. He readily ascertains what others are 
feeling and adjusts his behavior in ways that are thoughtful and 
beneficial to them without relinquishing his personal identity or 
beliefs. 



(B) 



Mastery 



1. Self -Confidence - The confident child is eager to try new things. 
He is self-assured and realistic when coping with challenge. His 
acceptance of himself permits freedom of expression which is 
natural and uninhibited without being overly dramatic or oxhibi- 
tionistic* 

2. Effectiveness - The effective child copes appropriately. He is 
emotionally stable and flexible enough to successfully implement 
his own desires or meet the external demands of his environment. 

(C) Social Interaction 

1. Interpersonal Comprehension - The child possessing this ability 
is better able to comprehend the effects of his behavior on other 
people. He knows how to help other people understand his 
emotions, thoughts and behavior. 

2. Tolerance - The tolerant child recognizes and accepts individual 
differences. He accepts and gives full regard to others who 
have different feelings, thoughts and reactions than his own. 
But he does not necessarily approve or yield to their influences. 



Objective 3: Develop a Core of Elementary Teachers Trained in Methods of 

Interaction In Early Childhood Education and to Increase Their 
Ability in Identifying and Implementing Strategies to Handle 
Classroom Problems 



As with parents, a semantic differential method of measurement will be 
used to evaluate the effectiveness of Phase II in meeting this objective. All 
teachers enrolled in the workshops will complete this measure and submit it 
for tabulation on the eight point sliding scale. Anecdotal remarks are also 
requested and these will be summarized in the evaluation. 

In addition, video tapes have been made with all teachers in the workshops. 
Groups of involved teachers are meeting to discuss the effects of their 
particular teacher-student style of interaction. Comments from these discussion 
sessions indicate that this is a very valuable experience for teachers. • This 
will provide additional data on the effectiveness of the program. 



The format and timeline for the Phase II workshops is detailed in the 



following chart; 
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PROJECT CAUl.L.D. WORKSHOPS 
1971-72 School Year 



Grade 

I. Initial Training Workshops 

Kindergarten, First Grade, 
Primary Special Education, 
and Junior Primary 

Second and Third 

Fourth, Fifth and Sixth, 
and Intermediate Sp. Ed. 



II. Follow-Up 
All Grades 



Date 



Consultant 



Jan. 16-21, 1972 

Jan. 23-28, 1972 
Feb. 13-18, 1972 



One week in late 
April 



Dr. Mike Trujillo 

Berni Nelson 
Jim Ballard 



Jim Ballard 



All of the Initial Training Workshops were designed to provide a maximum 
of both theory and actual in-class help by the Consultants while, hopefully, 
not placing unrealistic time expectations on teachers who already are crowded 
for available time. The attached diagram illustrates the design which Is 
being used to incorporate these desirable characteristics. 



Consultant Activities and Evaluation 

Between January 16 and January 21, 1972, Dr. Mike Trujillo, University of 
California (San Diego, Extension), held a series of workshops on human develop- 
ment for kindergarten, first grade, primary special education, and junior 
primary teachers. The outline of activities and the evaluation is as follows: 



Flow Chart for 1st and 2nd H.D,P. Workshop 




Staff participation in this workshop was considered to be excellent since 
all but four teachers attended who were eligible* In addition to the eight 
teachers who participated in the workshop, the district nurse and district 
speech and hearing specialist also attended. Of the four teachers unable to 
attend, two indicated that they would be able to participate in the February 

workshop • 

To evaluate this session, all participants were asked to complete a semantic 
differential scale containing nine bi-polar adjectives to evaluate the concept 
"This Workshop." The N for this phase of the evaluation was 11. A sample of 
the semantic differential scale appears below as Figure 1. 

12345678 

A Good 

B- Important 

C Useful 

D Pleasant 

E Valuable 

F Strong 

G Beautiful 

H Interesting 

I Fair 



Fig. 1 

Sample of the Semantic Differential Scale 
Usee c > Evaluate "This Workshop" 

Each of the nine categories of the s^antic differential received a mean 
rating of 1.0 rounded to the nearest Integer with the exception of scale G 
(x « 2.0) ♦ At least as far as the participants were concerned, the workshop 
was enthusiastically received. 



Bad 

Unimportant 

Useless 

Unpleasant 

Worthless 

Weak 

Ugly 

Boring 

Unfair 



In addition to the semantic differential, participants were asked to respond 
to three questions: 

1. How might this session have been improved? 

2. What was the most important idea you received from this session? 

3. Wliat was the least Important idea you received from this session? 
Examples of typical comments follow: 

How miriit this session have boon improved ? 

-"V/e could have had more time with Kike in our rooms watching us ~ 
encouraging." 

-•*By having more attention and thus detail focused on sound* 

audio I especially when the sharing process is a learning experience 
for it 8 leader." 

think the week waa great like it was." 

-"This was the host session I have ever heen to." 

-"Jlore time for individual sessions with Concultant#" 

-"I guess the time elensent is the only drauhack. If we had had more 
time for more dome ;trations perhaps we would have benefited." 

-••Fewer group games." 



What was the most important idea you received from this session ? 

-"That I was better than I thought I was and I actualized my talents." 
-"The ease of accenting the positive. Good can be found in all of us." 
-"Awking opoTi-ending questions^" 

-"The oyer-all iiaportanco of mental health has been shockingly ignored 
and the K.D.P. theory seems to do a very comprehensive job of covering 
development of mental health." 

-"A super-valuable and practical program (luiiP). Since a child is often 
"self-centered" it is important he learn the skills of social intt-r- 
action. The importance of self at*ci.?cncss and self-expression for each 
individual. How a child^s underct.u;cirj of his own "mastery" can help 
him avoid much ftnistration in life, workshop was very pleasant^ infoxw 
mative and well organised. Kur\ good i'eedback*" 

-•ni/orking with groups is an p-^-v^^luAMe aid to the classroom teacher as 
a preventative tool towar^<, ^ox^el health." 



-"That I am not afraid io try nov; techniques, and this hae helped mo 
got a better look at royself in relation to n\y v/ork v;ith children. 
I*vo known that I heartily agree with these approachcai but thiu 
sesGion cemented evorythins more firmly, and will help me he more awao^e 
of my reactions with all people, not only in the clasoroom. I find 
that most teachera and parents have difficulty handling the "open end** 
questions, and I felt the techniques used here were most helpful." 

-•'The program strengthened n^y belief in the need for communications} 
i.e., verbalising emotions, etc., in the classroom. It supplied a 
guide to do this very important to me." 



V/hat v;a3 the least important idea you received from this session ? 

-"This session was extremely valuable to me as a person and as a teacher. 
iSverything that was presented was important and guiding^" 

-"That HD? has no therapeutic value." 

^"Xothing was unimportant i" 

-"Too much time spent in individuals discussing past, personal teaching 
experiences rather than focusing on the here and now." 

-"When you become as omotioiially involved as I feel I did in this week*s 
session, I can't pick out anything that wasn't important to me. I'a 
sincere in thiSy and it was all important to me. 



The public infonnatrron meeting accompanying this workshop was held on 
Wednesday, January 19, 1972, from 7:30 - 10:30 p*m. in Unit A of Shadow Lake 
Elementary School. The following information is a sunmjary of data collected 
at that meeting: 

1. Number of Persons Attending the Evening Discussion Session - 55 

2. Number of Evaluation Responses Received - 45 

The semantic differential data indicated a mean rating of 1.5 over the nine 
bi-polar adjectives. Only on the pleasant-unpleasant (x « 2.5), strong-weak 
(x ^ 2.5) and beautiful-ugly (x » 3.0) scales were mean responses not equal to 
1.0. The responses of the participants at this session included the following 
comments: 



J' How might this session have 'boon improvod ? 



f -"Loaa sharing more facts about what is coins to happen." 

f- -»'AX1 children and teachers should ho included." 

I would have liked to have seen and heard more experiences ox Project 

|i C.K.I.L.D. with the children thcmsolvea." 

I ~"Fac-iual" feedback from areas where the program has worked. 

I -•'VJc laiGht have had more dissenters." 

f -"Pcoplo listening "thoroughly" before asking questions." 

-"Less discussion of personal philosophy. Parent's being more receptive 
f to info, presented before jjumping to conclusions." 

I -":5any points that were of most interest to the group \/ure not explained 
1 fully to their satisfaction r- many important areas were presenwed 

? weakly." , . 

? -"I think considering the nature of the end of this session, we need svronge. 

I information on the part of the people presenting the program so that 

I you won't get so many bad feelings coining out." 

i -"Have all the school board attend." ^ 

I -"For the parents to see snore films o? examples with the children. 

I .iiT would have liked to see a film of the kids in the circle. A chance to 

I read the teachers laatcrials on this." 

f. -t'lf -the saaie questions hadn't been asked so often." 

f -"Educating the public." ; 

1 -"3y starting on tiroe." 

I -"Kliriinate some of the "John Birchors: ~ no not really — it's a democracy. 

I -"See covies of victual laagic circles in class rooas. 

I —"Have everybody see the curricultua." i 

I -"Not to have introduced this prograa at all." 

I -"Qaestionable." 

I .ttif iihe ir-agic circle would have been more seriously conducted and tne one 

I person disrupting' it ;<ould have been removed." 

I ."A different speaker than I-ir. T. because of the repetition of points of 

I co.-n.-non knowledge." 

I -''Start on tisne (class was not prepared (training aids)." 

I ttGot to the point of your program." 

f -"Separate groups and have a teacher or counselor with each group. 

I 

What was the roost important idea you rocaivcd from t his session? 

-"That I don't want my children in this program." 
-"That it isn't sensitivity training." 

-"It helps them to realize they aren't really alone in their feelings. 

Very Important I" ^, . 

-"Am disappointed that Project C.H.I.L.D. will not continue this summer." 

Also very disappointed that all claosrooiRS will not be using the syctca. 
-"How children need to interact with others in their environment." 
■^V^ child will be helpoa by this pro^pcao." 
-••Both Gadness and happiness can be shared."' 
-"That this program is like your o\m dinner table talk. Safe. 
-"Explanation of program's uso in the classroom." 

-"The many facets of sharing." . , ,» 

-"The valuo of tho HDP prograin as it is Uins presented in our school, 
-"aoinforcemeat of awareness of othorst" 
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-"That there is soine to be "toam work". Tho child io goias to feol tho 

teachor lo ^ friend who careo about overybodjr." ^ " ^ 
''yjtilTll^Vr' --^^ hero or didn^t u^ndor- 

-"That thxD is a very good program." 
-"People aro afi-aid of change." 
-"You can't talk to a blockhead." 

- 'Alo oin-.plo idea that aoasothinr so sti-alfV-^ - i. 

to some people." '""^'^^^T &o strai-h- xorward can be so controversial 

-"Group Gonorates good feelings." * ' . 

-||Tho idea of helping the children." 

Learning Jhe boundaries of tho r^^o-^^ara •■ 




-"Wot any that I can think of." 
^"^'one that v/ere apparent," 

I'Tor^or^i^i? ""^^'^l^^ ^'^'''^^^ "^^^ individuals." 

T^^It-^ ' f ^ P^*^"^^- Parent's noi^-response to info. 
.ralil V'''''' '^^^ ^° blockago resulting fror. personal philJsopiy. 
-"Ideas irora soao cesjoers of the audience." i'^xj.osopny. 

-"'SoSr"°^"^^^ other's ignorance of children." 

Between January 23 and January 27, 1972. Miss Berni Nelson, school psychologist 
(San Rafael School District) and instructor of In-service training for teachers 
(Sonoma State College) met with teachers (grades 2 and 3). the staff, and public. 

Activities during this Workshop were very similar to those conducted during 
the first. However.. the heavy snow during this week required three major 
changes in format: 

^' iiJ/i'^r''^^^"^ classrooms had to be done on Monday, Thursday, and 
Friday because of the closure of schools on Tuesday and Wednesday. 

^' tl^lT ""'^^^^P h^ld °" Wednesday for the six teachers and 

Jor 5hl tt ^ Ty? '° '^^""Sh the snow. This substituted 

^u:s5ay a^d LnesS^r " """"'^ ^''^ 



3. No parents were able to get through the snow to attend the evening 
meeting on Wednesday. 

Six teachers and three teacher aides from Lake Wilderness Elementary and 

two teacher aides from Shadow Lake Elementary attended the Workshop. This 

means that of the total number of teachers at these grade levels, one from 

Lake Wilderness and all six from Shadow Lake chose not to attend. Of this 

number > only the Lake Wilderness teacher has indicated a desire to attend the 

February Workshop. 

Semantic differential data indicate enthusiastic reception by the professional 
staff. In all instances except scale G (x = 2.0), the mean rating assigned to 
each bi-polar adjective was 1.0. Some typical comments follow: 

How might this session have boen improved ^ 

-"By better weather • Participation by p.ore teachers*** 

-**More group experiences with nisstery ar*d social interaction*" 

-"More discussion oa what children think.** 

-**I don't think the teachers will havo enough time to make eood use 
of the program*** 

-"Only way I felt it could have heen improved is if it could have been 
longer*'* 

-**:':ayho another v;ockend day and then not the theory after school**. those 
times for rehashing the circles of that d^* Would like to have 
seen n\y video tape." 

-'*Hore people from the other school could have participated and could 
have gotten their vievis*" 

-**Hore circles and group experiences ... more time*" 

-*'i:ayhe with some pictures of kids in the inagic circle, etc. Ilayhe 
sOiTiO shots of their expressions, reactions* To emphasize sorriO 
port of the prograa* I don't know, maybe this wouldn't irapross 
teacher as perhaps they, sec these things often enough* I really 
like these kinds of pictures." 



What v;a3 the n;ost important idea you received from this session? 

-**Not to make value judgonients. Or remarks, made hy habit, that sound 

like value oudgemcnts. It's important not to pretend that negative 
feelings don't exist*** 

-"It helped me to be more aware of corse If . That every child must bo 

av/are of his own person* **. through this self confidence he (child) 
will kno;^ his own abilities and how to use them. Also the questions 
that will help the child to be aware of himself* Think, fcol, do 
queeti:ons*" v 
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think that the most important idea was learning to think a new way. 
Just going to the session made me realize that I wasn't using ail 
ray senses." 

-"If done properly everyone will have a chance to be a part of the group, 

and express themselves and eventually continue to do so through life." 

-"Tho impor-tanco of letting the childron cxpross their own feolin^a 

not tho feelings that tho teacher \;ants them to express. In tho 
circle the child tcachos the teacher.*' 

-"Eow cacy it is to initiate and reinforce judgmental attitudes not 

only by using v/ords such as good, bad, nice, etc., but in other 
nonverbal ways. And how this decreaccs the chances of a child 
feeling acceptable. Also, matching the dynair.ics of the circle." 

-"How to get responcoG from your children — the plorasing and creativity 
were very interesting to me and now I can apply these things even 
without a magic circle. 

-••Three questions feelings, thought, behavior. Tell c\y needc; let 

you do your behavior accordingly (if you v/ill).« 
-••That a kid learns to hide his feelings froni others fi^om possibly his 

first experience v/ith other kids. This prograir. if used in tho home 

as well as tho early grades could change that," 



VJhat v/as the least important idea you received from this session ? 

-"It must have been so tmimportant that I've forgotten it." 
-'•Ho waste of time.** 

-••I don't think we received any uni,7,portant ideas." 

-••There weren't any. This was a fantastic workshop! It taught mo alot 
about nyrsolf .. which is important to me as a teacher." 

-'•ViTxen we're doing soniethir*g for the first time in a situation which is 
without precedent for us, we go in entirely cold#" 

-••All were important to me» I learned a great deal!'* 

-•'No waste of iqy timei** 

-••I didn't attend the entire program. All of what I did participate ia 
was interesting. I didn't think it was really important to catch 
the entire prograia as I would never really have the opportunity to 
use it in xhe classroom. I would suppose that's what this session 
was for. I did get out of it what I was looking for, and ^hat was 
just a basic omderstanding of what it is and how it's used." 



The public Information meeting for this workshop was held on Wednesday, 
January 26, despite the heavy snowfall. It was Impossible for the date to be 
changed and parents to be notified on such short notice. No parents were able 
to participate, and consequently, no evaluation was possible. 
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The third workshop was held between rcbruary U and 18 for fourth, fifth, 
and sixth grade teachers. The consultant for these workshops was Mr. aa.es 
Ballard, a consultant and Training Director for the Institute for Personal 
Effectiveness in Children. The flow chart for this third worUshop follows: 



10:00 
11:00 

?M. 12:00 

1:00 
2:00 
3:00 
4:00" 
5:00 




7:30 
?;00 



Meeting j Cor.nu.-a...; 



Pive staff .ethers and 25 teachers participated in this workshop. Two of 
.he five staff who were participants were teacher aides, a reading coordinator. 

two elementary school principals. Only five teachers were unahle to attend 
this workshop. 

IHe semantic differential data highly satisfactory for this phase of 
.He .rosra„. Mean ratings were 1.0 for all scales, su.sestins that all partici- 
pant, rated the consultant and his topic in a Most favorahle ^ner. So« 
typical comments follow: 



How might this scsGion have been improved? 



-"Kore circles involving us I" 
-"More variety,'* 

-"Wore co.rjr.entc:ry on more circles* More actual involvement. 

Do more and lint on Iccc. The IffiDIA is the IX^iSAGK/' 
-'♦Sorry, I can*t help you here* I enjoyed every minute oi" it." 
-"Divide group u? in circles — - a way from each other — 
separate rooriS." 

-"I felt the session -was too short. I would have liked more time 
to o'ooerve and experience rnasic circles. Also I fool a need 
for more feedback such as getting together once or t;;icc as 
a group a v;eek or tv;o after the Viorkshop for discussion, etc." 
•-"Teachers had not had enough experience in the "magic circle" 
to discuss at Icn^^h any prohlen;s. Thex*ex"oro, the instructor 
could have given more inforn:ation from the nianual or his ejcpcri- 
cnces rather than call on teachers to discuss the problems 
they had had. I thought the instractor v;as very good! I 
enjoyed hL-n." 

-"Have a meeting about a v;eek afterwards to see hov; things are 

going; to compare experiences; to encourage if need be." 
-"Smaller group." 

«"3y having Jim den;onstrate in each room which I know wasn't 
possible." 

-"I feel it could have been improved with more information from 

the book mixed v/ith the games." 
-"Encourage the silent minority to speak their feelings — they 

axe intimidated by the loud mouths." 
-"Group too large." 

-"It might have been more helpful to use students in the sessions 

instead of teachers role playing." 
-"Perhaps more actual work with students in the circle would bo 

helpful, but this may be lT»practieal." 
-"More magic circles for we the students." 
-"More dcrr*onstrations on video. More mxisic?" 
-"Kore observation." 

-•*you involved everyone and cessions were interesting so very 

little improvement can be seen at this session." 
-"Loss lecture-type stuff: there were times the leader was not 

sensitive to needs of group." 
-"Perhaps involving some parents and/or students at the beginning." 
-"More \/ork in the classroom, eg., more observations of circles by 
Jim and Buaz with the kids; more observation of me conducting 
circles; more t;crk on tying awareness, mastery and social 
interaction together (I'n still fUszy herc)^" 
I -"More time for practice sessions v;ith adults of children. 

More discussion of video tapes of sessions." 
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TT. or teach ao.ot.inC 

.^ou donn V..VO to --^^^^ . 

- each circle- , f,olina=. v.-anis and neca.. 
...Eeoplo f;;;:^^;ecdbacic into the circle ,^..d 
^...neachcr as a reflects. ^ ^^^^^^^^ 

spcoicir.G." ^ the leaders m r''^"^^<i t hope that 

and «c f'^Xio.TJo^ as that'." 
also lovoa the ^l''^^^' ^-^^^ all of us had talonx 
tho cbildroj'= Sea to or rejoctcd. 

.■"The most iir^PO- ^.ooD-tcd and not ovaiua.. 

-••I need iiff^f'tigoiin:." . . session was that 

to the child." . a circle gro^V- ^' 

.41 h. i=^o-:rC'"or;tnSractlon." 

.4srfh;xu3^bHr;;^^^^^^^^^^ 

^"'"^Sr'al- Sve= at the cl«=-",^,i„d i„ the world, il^o 
..Stt'rifd-Jre poe.le me -Hard 

in *e district^ ^„ l^«^*^S^.t4r?hr;a« "or^ 

-11 :S"?5le are .ost ^an.n;^ 

evaluative." . t« the deiaonstra^ 

will l^^,-^ ^3pects of the r^ic cxrclc - the 
1. '^<^ tecanical aspec ^ ^^^^ ^^^^^ _ 

tioas. . ^ tj^Q niost fun class * v 

" -^4125 Hiss ---- 

I: rmcftho =in^n. ^ at the .a.. ti«. 

ft. The unucual thin^ . — 

I. I was GO relaxed. ^ 
...UstSS^f S^a;.. «.ar.nc» ap,Ucat..n -o acad 



-••Better underctandin^ of others feelinfjG and how we could hxirt 
a person without really meaning to. The idea to share our 
fcelin^^s good or bad and to help one another to feel better. 
Methods of application hac helped better xc as a teacher/' 

-^^Skill and purpoce in doini'; 3 areas of cxrcless. Good personal 
stuff, a v;ock to ren;e:nbcr«" 

-"That I do have four different kinds of relationohips with my 
kids. I really think I can begin to help kids goo 
thorncelves and others and understjuid v;hat they see and feel 
and appreciate the».celves*" 

-."That v;e can and should work with children in the areas of feel- 
ings and social interaction. These areas are not taboo and 
need only be dealt with at hoao. •! can helpl* Thanlc you 
for the curricuiuns* The cues vd.ll be very helpful." 

••"Listen to each child. •* 



VJhat was the least important idea you received fron^ this session? 
-•'Tin cans." 

-"This partxculcu: question." 

-"DidnH feel cosr.fortable at social thing. (You do (jood in a 
circle group)." 

*"Son;e of the cniall group activities (such as "yes" and "No" game) 

secr.ed relatively uniniportant at the tinie.*' 
-"There is nothinj I consider "least importcuit." 
-"I really can't say — I enjoyed all of it." 
-"I feel that the session didn't have an idea that was "least 

ir.portanf to r.e." 
-"That teachers ijhould iinduly trouble themselves by "bored" 

circle members. V;o canH please everybody*" 
-*Uses of a tin cani" 

-"I have tauGht this method since 1949 s^vA worked acade.-nics in 
beautifully out only difference was I have never tried feelings 
of individuals cr to fantasise. You can never say Iccust 
important ideas because we learn from others whether ri^i or 
wrons#" 

-"Pew that weren't valtiable.** 



The evening meeting for parents was held on Wednesday, February 16, 1972, 
from 7:30 - 10:00 p.m. in Unit B of Shadow Lake Elementary School. The meeting 
included (1) a presentation by Jim Ballard on the goals and methods of the 
Human Development Program, (2) a one and a half hour session for questions and 
answers, and (3) a video tape playback of several "Magic Circles" in the 
Classrooms. 



As before, this meeting was fairly well attended. However, the people In 
the community and on the Board of Directors who have been most vocal in their 
opposition to Project C.H.I.L.D, did not attend and have not attended any of 
the public meetings where consultants and teachers v;ere present and video tapes 
of "Magic Circles" were shown. It would seem that their questions and concerns 
could have been best responded to at these times. 

Although 63 persons attended this meeting, only 39 evaluation responses 
were submitted. This is the smallest percentage of returns of any of the 
parent meetings. This small percentage raises some doubts as to the validity 
of the results obtained. 

Public responses to this session were rated highly but not quite so favorably 
as other meetings. Mean ratings of 1.0 were given to all scales except B (2.0), 
C (2.0), F (2.0), and G (3.0). Modal responses, however, were 1.0 except for 
scale G (4). The mean was 1.4 over all nine scales, still considered highly 
favorable. Some typical comments follow: 

How might this session have been in^nrovod ? 

-"Only the positive viov;s v;ore presented. They sounded c^'cat, 
Corjaon ncgativo viov/s should have been disclosed along viith the 
proper explanations as to their validity." 

-'TIaving live children or more taped classroom stuff with better 
sound." 

-"I feel that I learned very little of such a cc-nplex subject. 

Underlying philosophy very vague. Kore specifics as to 

purposes are needed." 
-"I'Jish parents could have nore irifor.i^ation on this procrav..** 
-"There is always room for insprovement but I can't think of 

anything for this cccsicn." 
-"Kore parent turn-out." 
-"Only one side present — entertaining." 
-•Variation of topics fra*n people in the circle." 
-"Had tea for the ones v;ho can't drink coffee." 
-"The session v/as very good." 

-"Divide into groups so that evozyorie might have a chance to 

participate in the circle." 
-"Perhaps a little more tine to watch tapes and discuss." 
-"Very good! — but couldn't hoar the tapes too well." 
-"Improved moaning of session." 
-»*Have the tape ready to role." 
-^•Botter TV." 
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What v;ag tho most in;portant idea you rocoivod from this cession? 

-"Training a child to comniunicate. Children bcconie adulto* In 
this way, in life after formal schooling; a pcrcon can more 
easily fit into society, in a useful productive capacity," 

-"'fhe possibility of looking; for similarities ijnonc all of us 
hu*T»an bein^js," 

-"That it is important to listen to other people's feolincs and 
then tell thc:;i, perhvaps in different words v/hat thoy think 
and feci," 

-"The personality of the teacher would te the entire deterrdnant 
of effectiveness* Ker morality and beliefs of prime in;portance." 

-"I»d still like to know more but I don*t believe I'll uc afraid 
to have ihy child in the program." 

-"That as parents we have to listen to what our kids have to 
say and feel." 

-"To listen to others." 

-"With 7 kids I»m spread thin. I have to find the time to spend 

with each one, to just listen." 
-"Sach child had a chance to be listened to." 
-"Effective comr/anication (listenin g to feelir^gs)." 
-"It«s good to listen." 

-"Teaching tho child to listen to others and" remember what was 
said." 

•iiParents v;ant to learn tool Yea." 

-"It is experimental — not scholarly presented. 

-"Communication of feelings*" 

-"To not just listen to words but the feelings behind the words." 
-"That the idea is interesting for adults or in the fa^iily but 

I*ve met all of both ir^' kid's teachers and none will handle my 

kids in a magic circle." 
-"That people (the majority) do want to be listened to and communis 

„^f^^f ^^^^ "^^^^ ^^'^^^ thoughts and ideas are*" 

-"Tnat each individual's feelings are important (teachers, parents, 

cnildren). I personally feel that being able to listen to 

others the most important thing v;e can teach our kids." 
-"People like to hear their thoughts expounded back to them. 

To hear what they said ." 
-"Sach child gets a chance to share." 
-"That there 'v;as a lot of acceptance from the group.:" 
-"Useful characteristics of a person." 

-"I now have an idea of what the magic circle is all about. 

Summed up it's keeping open communication." 
-••Effectiveness of program depends on each teacher." 
-"The importance of listening, understanding others feelings, 

as well as being listened to and understood." 
-"Consideration for others*" 

-"Being aware of the other person's feelir^gs, being able to 
communicate trust and feelings and love for one's family." 
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What v;as tho least important idoa ycu received from this soGuion ? 

-"The ProgTcun Federal funding rxins out at the end of this 

school ycar»" 
-"I caa*t remember.'' 

-"Self expression achieved could be effected in other v?ay — 
story ;<ritin£;, etc# Will have to see textbooks to make a 
valid judcrr.ent«" 

-"I do not feel this is a proper subject for public schools and 
I haven't heard anything tonight to change ir^y mind.*' 

-"It all scerTied very import aiit to me." 

-"All was great i V/e need morel" 

-"I-lakinG mistakes in equipnient." 

-"I donH believe there v/as one." 

-"It was all important." 

-"I donH believe it v;ill or could always be constractive. 

That it could possibly be detrimental to some people, and have 
bad effects." 

-"The circle of parents demonstration waa most effective I" 
-"Sewing makes a housewife feel good." 



Distribution of Children Not Participating in Project C.H.I.L.D. 



The following frequencies indicate the number of children in participating 
teachers* rooms whose parents requested that they not participate In the Project: 



Grade Level 



Kindergarten 2 

Junior Primary 2 

Primary Special Education 0 

First Grade 5 

Second Grade 9 

Third Grade 13 

Fourth Grade 20 

Fifth Grade 17 

Sixth Grade 22 

Intermediate Special Education 0 




Total 90 



Responses from thirty-four of the thirty-six teachers involved Indicate 
that the children not included in the "Magic Circles" have been provided with 
alternate activities, chosen by their teachers, which coincide with or supple- 
ment the ongoing activities of that particular classroom. Of course, the exact 
content of these activities is dependent upon the grade level, classroom 
schedule, and achievement level of the students* Activities have been provided 
which the teacher feels will be most productive for the student. 

In most caseH the child remains within the classroom and works at his seat, 
but when parents have requested it, their children have been sent to the Library 
or other areas for study. Less than five such requests have been received; 
in all cases, they have been honored. The following information was obtained 
on March 7th from thirty-four of the thirty-six teachers who have taken the 
workshops: 

A. Question : "Kiive you used the •'Magic Circle" since the 
VJorkshop?" 

Response; Yes - 31 
No - 3 

3# QuGstion ; "If yes, try to rc.T.Cwber and record the dates of these 
circles, approxiniately how long each circle took, 
ar*d v/hat activities the other students were er^ga^cd 
in while you ran the circles." 

Response ; Teachers* rcspcnses to the first part of the question, 
v/hich related to frequencies of circles, indicated 
tha'^: (l) Use of circles varied £,rreatly; so.t*o 
teachers had conducted only one circle since the 
workshop while others had made it a daily part of the 
curriculum.* (2) The average frequency of ^'Magic 
Circles" in classrooms is about twice a v;cek« 

VJhen asked hov; long the circles took, thirty of the 
thirty-four teachers placed the tin;o period at ten 
to tv/cnty minutes* This is the avora;::o tinic indicated 
in the training materials. Two teachers v;ith 
Special Education classes and two in oper«-arca class- 
rooms placed the average time at twenty to thirty 
minutes* 

Activities for children not in the circles has, as 
mentioned before , varied from room to room but all 
toaohors have used this time for oducalior^l activities* 



C# Question: 
Response : 
D» Question; 



"Do you have •'Masic Circles" on a regular basis in 
your classroomSf" 

Yes - 16 
No - 18 

"Some of the Board I-Icmbers have expreocod an interest 
in visit inij claccroon:*s during circle time and getting 
a firsthand look at vihat is goinc on. V/ould you be 
willing, v;ith a few days notice, to have this sort 
of visitation to your room?" 



Response ; Yes - 26 
No - 3 
No Response- 5 

Seven of the eight teach^jrs who did not respond or who 
responded negatively had previously indicated that they had not 
been using the "Magic Circle" on a regular basis. This seems to bo 
part of the reason why they did not wish Board Kesibcrs to observe 
them at this time# 



Teacher Evaluation 

At the end of the academic year 1971-72, teachers who participated in 
Project C.H.I.L^D. and a control group of non-participants completed a Teacher 
Evaluation Form that was designed to measure attitudes towards education and 
teaching (F. N. Ker linger and E. Kaya, "Tne Construction and Factor Analytic 
Validation of Scales to Measure Attitudes Toward Education," Educational and 
Psychological Measurement , 1959, 9, pp. 13--29)* In addition, experimental 
teachers completed three questionnaires on HDP Training, Program Materials, 
and Content, The Appendix contains a copy of all instruments used in this 
evaluation* 

Twenty-five teachers participated in the evaluation by submitting answers 
to questionnaire items anonymously. Each item was in the farm of a Llkert-type 
scale with response (A) meaning "Strongly Agree," (B) "Agree," (C) "Uncertain," 
(D) "Disagree," and (E) "Strongly Disagree." The most favorable response for 
each alternative is indicated by un asterisk (*) . Item means were attained by 



weighting the most favorable response by 5 and the least favorable response 
by 1. The Project Director keyed all items. 







Section 


1 : HDP 


TRiMNING- 






• 


A 


B 




D 


E 




1. 


Frequencies 


11* 


9 


4 


1 


0 


4.20 




Proportion 


.44 , 


.36 


.16 


.04 


0 




2. 


Frequencies 


1 


2 


2 


9 


11* 


4.08 




Proportion 


.04 


.08 


.08 


.36 


.44 




3. 


Frequencies 


3* 


13 . 


9. 


0 


0 


3.76 




Proportion 


.12 


.52 


.36 


0 


0 




4. 


Frequencies 


5* 


8 


6 


6 


0 


3.48 




Proportion 


.20 


.32 


.24 


.24 


0 




5, 


Frequencies 


10* 


13 


0 


0 


1 


4.28 




Proportion 


.40 


.52 


0 


0 


.04 




6. 


Frequencies 


3* 


16 


4 


2 


0 


3.80 




Proportion 


.12 


.64 


.16 


.08 


0 




7. 


Frequencies 


4 


6 


6 


8 


1* 


2.84 




Proportion 


.16 


.24 


.24 


.32 


.04 




8. 


Frequencies 


2* 


15 


7 


1 


0 


3.72 




Proportion 


.08 


.60 


.28 


.04 


0 




9. 


Frequencies 


1* 


17 


4 


2 


1 


3.60 




Proportion 


.04 


.68 


.16 


.08 


.04 




10. 


Frequencies 


0 


1 


6 


10 


8* 


4.00 




Proportion 


0 


.04 


.24 


.40 


.32 




li. 


Frequencies 


5* 


11 


5 


1 


1 


3.48 




Proportion 


.20 


.44 


.20 


.04 


.04 





Section II: PROGRAM MATEK.aLS 



41. 


Frequencies 


2* 


16 


5 


2 


0 


3.72 




Proportion 


.08 


.64 


.20 


.08 


0 




42. 


Freouencies 


0 


6 


6 


12 


1* 


3.32 




* 

Proportion 


0 


.24 


.24 


.48 


.04 




43. 


Frequencies 


0 


3 


10 


12 


0* 


3.32 




Proportion 


0 


.12 


.40 


.48 


0 




44. 


Frequencies 


2* 


15 


6 


2 


0 


3.68 




Proporti*. n 


.08 


.60 


.24 


.08 


0 




45. 


Frequencies 


3* 


18 


2 


2 


0 


3.88 




Proportion 


.12 


.72 


.08 


.08 


0 
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B 
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(Item Means) 
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Frcc]UGncle3 




1 A 
lU 


3 


0 


0 


4.36 




Prooortion 


.48 


40 


12 


n 


KJ 
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Hi • 


Froc|uencles 


17* 


o 

o 


0 


0 


0 


' .68 




Proportion 


• 68 


.32 


n 
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Aft 


Frequencies 


10* 


11 


4 


0 


0 


4.24 




Proportion 


.40 


.44 


*1 2 


n 






AO 
H7 • 


Frequencies 


4* 


10 


7 


3 


1 


3.52 




Proportion 


. 12 


40 


28 
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Frequencies 


12* 


12 


1 


0 


0 


4.44 




Proportion 


.48 


.48 


.04 


0 


0 






Frequencies 




13 


3 


3 


2 


3.40 




Proportion 


.16 


.52 


.12 


.12 


.08 • 
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Frequencies 


0 


0 


2 


12 


11* 


4.36 




Proportion 


0 


0 


.08 


.48 


.44 




3 J • 


Frequencies 


7* 


15 


1 


2 


0 


4.08 




Prooortion 


.28 


.60 


OA 


.08 


0 
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Fr equenc ies 


2* 


11 


2 


7 


3 


3.08 




Prooortion 


.08 


.44 




.28 


.12 
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III: 


IIDP CONTENT 




ftl 

OX * 


Frequencies 


2 


8 


8 


6 


1* 


2.84 




Proportion 


.08 


.32 


* ^ 


.24 


.04 






Frequencies 


0 


0 


2 


9 


14* 


4.48 




Prooortion 


0 


0 


OR 


.36 


.52 




ft*^ 


Frequencies 


11* 


10 


2 


2 


0 


4.20 




Prooortion 


.44 


.40 


OA 

. V/O 


.08 
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ftA 


Frequencies 


1 


11 


7 


5 


1* 


2.76 




Proportion 


.04 


.44 




.20 


.04 






Frequencies 


1 


2 


0 


5 


17* 


4.40 




Prooortion 


.04 


.08 


A 
\J 


.20 


.68 




OO* 


Frequencies 


0 


1 


2 


7 


15* 


4.44 




Proportion 


0 


.04 


AO 

.08 


.28 


.60 




87. 


Frequencies 


3* 


15 


3 


3 


1, 


3.64 




Proportion . 


.12 


.60 


.12 


.12 


.04 




88. 


Frequencies 


0 


1 


2 


7 


15* 


4.44 




Proportion 


0 


.04 


.08 


.28' 


.60 




89. 


Frequencies 


2 


6 


2 


10 


5* 


3.48 




Proportion 


.08 


.24 


.08 


.40 


.20 




90. 


Frequencies 


1 


0 


1 


5 


18* 


4.56 




Proportion 


.04 


0 


.04 


.20 


.72 









A 


B 


C 


D 


E 


(Item Means) 


91. 


Frequencies 


0 


1 


2 


13 


9* 


4.20 




Proportion 


0 


.04 


.08 


.56 


.36 




92. 


Frequencies 


13* 


7 


3 


4 


0 


4.24 




Proportion 


.56 


.28 


.12 


.16 


0 





Section IV; fIDUCATION SURVEY 
Items 121 to 140 were compiled by 25 out of 38 experimental and nine out of 
12 control teachers. These correspond to samples of 67 percent and 75 percent, 
respectively* Frequencies and proportions of experimental and control teachers 
responding to each category are reproduced below. Item means are presented for 
experimental and control groups. 







A 


B 


C 


D 


E 


(Item Means) 


121. 


Frequencies (E) 


17* 


7 


0 


1 


0 


4.60 




Proportion (E) 


.68 


.28 


0 


.04 


0 






Frequencies (C) 


6* 


3 


0 


0 


0 


3.66 




Proportion (C) 


.67 


.33 


0 


0 


0 




122. 


Frequencies (E)- ' 


8* 


12 


3 


0 


2 


3.96 




Proportion (E) 


.32 


.48 


.12 


0 


.08 






Frequencies (C) 


4* 


4 


1 


0 


0 


4.33 




Proportion (C) 


.45 


.45 


.11 


0 


0 




123. 


Frequencies (E) 


1 


2 


1 


11 


10* 


4.08 




Proportion (E) 


.04 


.08 


.04 


.44 


.40 






Frequencies (C) 


0 


3 


0 


4 


2* 


3.55 




Proportion (C) 


0 


.33 


0 


.45 


.22 




124. 


Frequencies (E) 


1 


4 


7 


7 


6* 


3.52 




Proportion (E) 


.04 


.16 


.28 


.28 


.24 






Frequencies (C) 


2 


1 


2 


4 


0* 


2.88 




Proportion (C) 


.22 


.11 


.22 


.45 


0 




125. 


Frequencies (E) 


5* 


a 


7 


5 


0 


3.52 




Proportion (E) 


.20 


.32 


.28 


.20 


0 






Frequencies (C) 


2* 


3 


2 


2 


0 


3.55 




Proportion (C) 


.22 


.33 


.22 


.22 


0 




126. 


Frequencies (E) 


0 


10 


3 


9 


3* 


3.20 




Proportion (E) 


0 


.40 


.12 


.36 


.12 






Frequencies (C) 


3 


3 


0 


3 


0* 


2.33 




Proportion (C) 


.33 


.33 


0 


.33 . 


0 




127. 


Frequencies (E) 


3* 


13 


5 


4 


JO 


3.48 




Proportion (E) 


.12 


.52 


.20 


.16 


0 


3.66 




Frequencies (C) 


2* 


4 


1 


2 ' 


0 




Proportion (C) 


.22 


.45 


.11 


.22 


0 









A 


B 


C 


D 


E 


(Item Means) 


128. 


Frequencies (E) 


4* 


13 


4 


3 


1 


3.64 




Proportion (E) 


.16 


.52 


.16 


.12 


.04 






Frequencies (C) 


1* 


5 


3 


0 


0 


3.77 




Proportion (C) 


.11 


.56 


.33 


0 


0 




129. 


Frequencies (E) 


7* 


15 


2 


1 


0 


4.12 




Proportion (E) 


.28 


.60 


.08 


.04 


0 






Frequencies (C) 


4* 


4 


1 


0 


0 


4.33 




Proportion (C) 


.45 


.45 


.11 


0 


0 




130. 


Frequencies (E) 


1 


14 


6 


3 


1* 


2.56 




Pi/oportion (E) 


.04 


.56 


.24 


.12 


.04 






Frequencies (C) 


2 


4 


0 


0 


3* 


2.88 




Proportion (C) 


.22 


.45 


0 


0 


.33 




131. 


Frequencies (E) 


6 


9 


6 


4 


0* 


2.32 




Proportion (E) 


.24 


.36 


.24 


.16 


0 






Frequencies (C) 


2 


5 


1 


1 


0* 


2.11 




Proportion (C) 


.22 


.56 


.11 


.11 


0 




132. 


Frequencies (E) 


6 


1 


7 


7 


4* 


3.08 




Proportion (E) 


.24 


.04 


.28 


.28 


.16 






Frequencies (C) 


0 


3 


1 


5 


0* 


3.22 




Proportion (C) 


0 


.33 


.11 


.56 


0 




133. 


Frequencies (E) 


3 


8 


7 


7 


0* 


2.72 




Proportion (E) 


.12 


.32 


.28 


.28 


0 






Frequencies (C)_, 


0 


2 


5 


2 


0* 


3.00 




Proportion (C) 


0 


.22 


.56 


.22 


0 . 




134. 


Frequencies (E) 


8* 


7 


7 


■3 


0 


2.80 




Proportion (E) 


.32 


.28 


.28 


.12 


0 . 






Frequencies (C) 


2* 


2 


4 


1 


0 


3.55 




Proportion (C) 


.22 


.22 


.45 


.11 


0 




135. 


Frequencies (E) 


11* 


9 


3 


2 


0 


4.16 




Proportion (E) 


.44 


.36 


.12 


.08 


0 


- 




Frequencies (C) 


1* 


7 


0 


1 


0 


3.99 




Proportion (C) 


.11 


.78 


0 


.11 


0 




136. 


Frequencies (E)' 


19* 


6 


0 


0 


0 


4.76 




Proportion (E) 


.76 


.24 


0 


0 


0 






Frequencies (C) 


8* 


1 


0 


0 


0 


4.99 




Proportion (C) 


.89 


.11 


0 


0 


0 




137. 


Frequencies (E) 


7* 


13 


4 


0 


0 


4.12 




Proportion (E) 


.28 


.56 


.16 


0 


0 






Frequencies (C) 


1* 


4 


1 


3 


0 


3.33 




Proportion (C) 


.11 


.45 


.11 


.33 


0 




138. 


Frequencies (E) 


4 


10 


4 


5 


2* 


2.64 




Proportion (E) 


.16 


.40 


.16 


.20 


.08 






frequencies (C) 


0 


2 


1 


6 


0* 


3.44 




Proportion (G) 


0 


.22 


.11 


.67 


0 





T 







A 


B 


139. 


Frequencies (E) 


6* 


16 




"Proportion (E) 


.24 


.64 




Frequencies (C) 


3* 


6 




Proportion (C) 


.33 


.67 


140. 


Frequencies (E) 


2 


2 




Proportion (E) 


.08 


.08 




Frequencies (C) 


0 


3 




Proportion (C) 


0 


.33 



C 


D 


E 


(Item Means) 


3 


0 


0 


4.12 


.12 


0 


0 




0 


0 


0 


4.33 


0 


0 


0 




13 


7 


1* 


3.12 


.52 


.28 


.04 




0 


6 


0* 


3.33 


0 


.67 


0 





Means and standard deviations for each of the four sections of the question- 
naire are reported below. Data for the control group are reported only for 
Section IV, since other sections are not applicable. Maximum values were 
obtained by weighting the number of items on each section by 5. Thus, one 
hundred percent of maximum means that everyone responded in the most favorable 
category. 

Means and Standard Deviations for Sections I-IV 
of the Teacher Evaluation Survey 





Section I 


Section 


II 


Section III 


Section IV (E) 


Section 


Means 


40.88 


53.34 




46.98 


70.76 


71.70 


Maxima 


55 


70 




60 


100 


100 


Z of Maxima 


74.3 


75.7 




78.2 


70.8 


71.7 


SD 


8.04 


5.2 




5.6 


9.8 


9.3 


N 


25 


25 




25 


25 


9 


Items 


11 


14 




12 


20 


20 


These data 


suggest that. 


relative 


to 


the number of 


items. Section 


III 



(Content) is perceived most favorably by respondents while Section IV (Attitudes 
towards education and teaching) is seen least favorably. Nonetheless, differences 
among the four sections vary no more than by eight percent. 



Because Sections l-II were concerned exclusively with items related to the 
project itself, they were not applicable to control teachers. However, responses 
to Section IV could be compared since they consisted of general attitudes toward 
teaching and education. To compare the two means, a t-test was computed. The 
computed value was -.31, not significant at the .05 level. 

Section I: HDP TRAINING 

Section I contained 11 items measuring attitudes towards HDP Training. The 
most favorable consideration was given to item 5 ("Watching the consultant do 
*magic circles* was useftil'O followed by item 1 ("My HDP Training workshop was 
an exciting experience"). No item in this section received an unfavorable 
response . 

Section II: PROGRAM I'lATERIALS 

Fourteen items comprised Section II. The most enthusiastic response by 
teachers was to item 47 (''I think the aims of the program are useful to 
children's learning"). Again, no item was rated low. 

Section III: HDP CONTENT 

Among the twelve items comprising this subtest, item 90 ("The HDP is 
primarily for emotionally troubled children") received a highly negative 
response by the teachers. Since this response is favorable, the mean was high 
(4.56 out of a possible 5 joints). The greatest disagreement also occurred 
on this section inhere the meaning of social interaction was not clear to many 
of the respondents (mean = 2*76). ' * 

Section IV: EDUCATION SURVEY 

Of the twenty items in this section, tliere were a number of items that 
tended to separate teachers who participated in the HDP from control teachers 
who did not. Items 121, 126, 134, 137, and 138 were most discrtainating. 



121. On this item, experimental teachers believed that the goals of 
education should be determined by the needs of children and by the larger 
demands of society to a much greater extent than did control teachers. 

126. As might be anticipated, experimental teachers tended to disagree 
with the notion that "subject matter" is the single most important phase of 
education, while the control teachers generally agreed. 

134. The keyed response to this item was "Strongly Agree" meaning that 
"discipline should be governed by long-range interests of children and well- 
established standards." On this item, control teachers agreed to a greater 
extent than did those in the experimental group. The meaning of this item is, 
however, open to question since it contains two conditions that are not 
necessarily compatible. 

137. A "Strongly Agree" response to this item means that teachers believe 
that children should be allowed more freedom in the classroom. Control group 
teachers did not agree with this item, while experimental group teachers did. 

138. Agreement with this item presumes that learning is primarily a 
cognitive function. Experimental group teachers disagreed with this contention, 
while it was accepted among the control group. 

Summary and Conclusions 

During the summer of 1971, 68 pupils took part In Project C.H.I.L.D. As 
initially perceived by their teachers, these students were rated about average 
on the Behavior Check List for Teachers and Parents . At the outset of the 
program, teachers and parents did not rate children in the same way. At th«- 
end of the summer program, teachers judged that 79 percent of the students 
improved somewhat or markedly while others either failed to Improve or were 
rated lower (six pupils). By the end of summer, parents and teacher ratings 



were in much greater accord. Parent responses to each workshop session were 
obtained and analyzed. All ratings were higlily favorable. 

In Phase II, three workshops for parents and teachers were scheduled. Using ^ 
a bi-polar rating scale > participants were asked to evaluate each workshop. Mean 
responses indicated a high evaluation for each session by all participants. 
In June 1972, teachers who had participated in the project were asked to evaluate 
its effectiveness using four Likert-type scales. Item analysis data and means 
for each of the four scales demonstrated a high degree of teacher satisfaction. 
In comparison with a control group of teachers not participating in the project, 
no significant differences were found on the scale that measured general attitude 
toward teaching. Ifliere there were item differences that were large, however, 
they favored teachers who participated in the project. 



Cil Sci Xt Educa tionrl ?sychqloa^r. U nivcrj^^i^^^^ Vr^sh injjrton 

Dear Teacher: 

I have been rckod to gather infoxTnaticn from teachers on Project 
C.H.I .L.D, It is OGScntial that we f>et this information before school is 
out. Please respond to the following questions using a IIo. 2 pencil and the 
enclosed I.B*?I. form and return to me in the addressed envelope. 

ThanltSi 

Gil Sax, Fh,D. 

Educational Pcycholoe)'' Department 
University of V/achinston' 



IHSTRUCTICIIS ; 

Pill in grade and school. Use the following scale to indicate your 
agreement or disagreement on each question: 

Strongly Agree: "a" Disagree: "d" 

Agree: "b" Strongly Disagree: "c" 

Uncertain: "c" 

For example, if ycu st ro n ^s ly agree with a statement, you would pencil the 
short space beneath the letter "a" in the appropriate section vith the IBM 
answer shoot and question nuinbcrs corresponding. Hcwcvor, if you should happen 
to disagree with it, ycu would pencil the short space beneath the letter 
Please use the back of the IBM form for your additional conuncnts. Bo not fold 
the IBM sheet. 



SECTION 1; H.L.F, TRAIi.^^^^^ 

Hy H.D.P. training wcrlcshop was an exciting c^cricncc. 

I felt that the l*-adcr of the VJorkshop was not .effective* 

I felt that the v/orkshop load to constructive changes in n^' stylo of 
teaching. 

The video-tape recording and playback of dcmcnstration "^u^gic circles*' 
was a useful prxt of the workshop. 

Hatching the consultcuit do "magic circles" was useful. 
The sequence of Iwarning during the workshop was useful. 



Continued. 
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1. I fool that v;c did not hcvc cncugh time during the wcrkGhopo. 

• Q . It is useful to ur.tch other teachers do "mr.gic circlos." 

^ 9* The workshop wco i^cll designed to teach mo how to do "mcifalc circles 

10. The results of "mr^lc circles" have not been worth the time the v/ork- 

shop required. 

11. I feel compctoiit in doing *^niagic circles" with my class. 

]* 

Skip to 

Section II SECTIOl! II: PROGR/JI MTERIAIS 

of Answer Sheet: 

^41* 'fhc lesson plcjic arc complete and racaningful. 

4 2 # Itiny lesson plans oxc not clear. 

4 3* I can see the need for many chcmges in the lesson plans to mclx them 
mere effect ivo. 

4 4* The lesson topics hold the interest of the children. 

4 5 • The seqnicncc of lessons ceems well planned. ^ 

4 6. I would rcccrjimcnd the H.I)*P. program to a new teacher. 

41 • I think the aims of the program are useful to children's learning. 

4 8. I am definitely feoing to continue using the program next year. 

4 9 • There seems to be £ood support for the program at grade level. 

50* Teachers should work together on this program. 

51* I would be willing to denonotrato a circle to other teachers. 

__ 5 2. I feel that thu Human DcvulopnK;nt Program doesn't fit in with the 
rest of the curricului/j» 

5 3* The Human ])cvelopnK;nt Program should be part of training for new 
teachers. 

54* I havo used the resource materials in the Project C.H.I. L.D. Library. 



Continucd##.. 
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SECTIOM III: H.D.P* CONl^IIT 



Skip to 

Section III 

of Ansv/cr Sheet: 



81 • Pcclinga should Tdc stressed more thai; thou/jhts or behavior* 

^82, In H.D.P. "Mastery" means hev; uoll a child docs in school, 

^83. In H.D.P. , "Awareness- runs through the entire program. 

^84» Social Interaction refers to the child's chility to adjust tc society. 

^85* A withdravm child should be excluded from "magic circles." 

^86. Teachers should modul the consultant's "style" to be effective. 

^87. "Ilagic circles*- should be a daily classroom activity. 

^08. Fifteen to twenty kids is the best size for "magic circles." 

^69. Host circles v;ill run for I/2 hcur to do a lessen completely. 

^90. The Hunan Develcpmont Pro-am is primarily for emotionally troubled 
children. 

^91* A child should be otrictly onccurr-t*ed to reveal things that scare him. 

^92. H.D.P. ic intended to prevent rather than cure social and emotional 
problems • 



Continued: Go to Section IV, next pa^*o. 
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jHSTRUCTIOI'JS : Given bolo\i r.ro 20 stcvtcmcuts on educational ideas and problems 
about which v;c all have be lief opinions, and attitudes. Wo all think differ- 
ently about such matters, and this ocalo is an attempt to let you express your 
beliefs and opinions. Respond to each of the items as follows, makin/r certain 
that yo ur ansv/ors are placed in Sec ti on IV of the I.B.TU sheet beginning witji 
number 121 ; 

Strongly Agree: "a" Ditsagrcc: "d" 

Agree: »*b'* atronglj' Disagree: "e" 

Uncertain: **c" 



For oxajnple, if you stronf^ly affl: *cq with a statement, you would pencil the 
short space beneath the Tetter "a" in Section VI of the IBH pheet, the answer 
sheet and question numbers corresponding. However, if you should happen to 
disagree with it, you would pencil the short space beneath the letter "d"« 
Respond to each statement as best you can. Go rapidly but carefully. Do not 
spend too much time on- any one statement; try to respond and then go on. 



121 The goals of education should be dictated by children's interests 
and needs, as well as by the larger demands of society* 



122 Ko subject is mo;rc important than the personalities of the pupils. 

123 Schools of todsy are neglecting the three R*s. 



_124 The pupil-teacher relationship is the relationship between a child 
v;ho needs direction, guidance, and control and a teacher who is 
an o::pert supplying direction, guidance, end control. 

^125 Teachers, like tiniversity professors, should have academic free- 
dom—freedom to teach vihat they think is right and best. 

126 The backbone of the school curriclum is subject matter; activities 
arc useful mainly to facilitate the learning of subject matter* 

127 Teachers should encourage pupils to studj- and criticize our own 
and other economic systems and practices. 



128 The traditional moral standards of our children should not just 
be accepted J they should be examined and tested in solving the 
present problems of students. 

^129 Locvming is crqpcrimcntal; the child should be taught to tost alters 
natives before accepting any of them. 

^130 The curriculum consists of subject matter to be learned and 
skills to bo acquired. 

_131 The true view of education is 60 arranging learning that tho child 
gradually builds up a store house of knotdodgc that he can use 
in tho future. 
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_^132 One of the big cUfficultioc with mcdorn schools is that discipline 
is often sacrificed fco the interests of children. 

_133 The curriculum should contain an orderly arran^^cmont of subjects 
that represent the bust of our cultural heritage. 

^134 Discipline should be governed by lon£;-ranfe'e interests and v;cll- 
ostablishcd standards. 

^135 Education and educational institutions must be sources of new 

social ideas; education must bo a social program undergoing con^- 
tinual reconstruction. 

^136 Right from the very first grade, teachers must teach the child 
at hie ov;n level and not at the level of the grade he is in. 

_137 Children should be allowed more freedom than they usually get 
in the execution of learning activities. ^ 

_138 Learning is csscnxinlly a process of increasing one's store of 
inforniation abpat; the various fields of kno:;ledgo. 

^139 a democracy, teachers should' help students understand not only 
the mearxing of domocracy but also the »Dcaning of the ideologies 
of other political systems. 

14O; Children need and should have more supervision and discipline than 
they usually get. ^ 



IJRITU AiTY COISiLIvIS CN EIE BACK CF 'ITD: IBII SHSUT. 
WATCK YOUR ^lUIiBiJRinG CJ Tdj^ IBIi SIEDT l/ITinH SKCTIQJS. 
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Behavior Check List For Terxhors And Parents 

Form 71-1 



Nar-o of Child 
Yoiir NaUG 



Relationship to Child 
Parent: 
Teacher: 



Instructions: 



Other: 
(explain) 

A series of questions a"bout childrens* bchayior are listed belov/^ Your 
joh is to make accurate observations about a child, concerning each of 
the areas listed* To help you do this, v;e have included paragraphs 
describing tvio opposite ways that a child could behave related to each 
of the questions • 

Read the paragraphs for each quest ions # Decide where you think the 
child's behavior generally fits, between these two extremes (toward 
one end or in the middle)* Place a check mark on the line, below the 
para2:raphs, indicating your choice for each question* V/ork through 
all of the questions in this way^ Please ask for further instructions 
if this is not clear 1 Try to >e as accurate and candid as you can in 
describii'-g your opinion on each question* 



1. (I.) 

Child seems to have a great 
deal of trouble with new 
knowledge* Can't seem to 
pay attention to new things 
or pick them up very quickly 
when exposed to new things* 



Child is very capable of 
"picking up" everything 
that he sees & hears the . 
first time that he is ex- 
posed to it. Never needs 
to have things explained, 
but rather, seems to spon- 
taneously understand things 
well* 





-3 


-2 


-1 


0 


1 


2 


3 



















2* 



(i*Aa.) 

VovQT seems to know what to 
do. Needs constant rcs-explaiiv- 
in,^. Pli.^ty attention. 
Poor habits of concentration* 



Does not need diicctionn 
i*epeatod often. Always 
able to do work on tacks 
on his own after being 
Bhovm how* Attention span 
very good* 







-1 


0 


1 


?. 


3 





ERIC 



3^ {I.^.2.) 

IWen after long obBerving 
cannot distinfpiinh obvious 
differences • Ooservos 
fov/ or no details. Limit- 
ed progress in certain 
senses* 



Able quickly and clearly 
to nee differences. Con 
distinguish botv;een shapes , 
Difitinguishes details 
easily. 



-3' 



-2 



-1 



0 



Child has a great deal of 
trouble understanding the 
amotions or expressions of 
feeling v/hich other people 
express to him. Often mis— 
understajids people when they 
try to explain how they feel 
about things. 



Child seems very perceptive 
of differences in the way 
people act toward him. Will 
often seem to "just know" 
when another person feels 
sad or happy, without any 
verbal corranunications. Seems 
to sense subtle changes in 
the moods of others. 




Child seems generally unable 
to "pixt things together" in 
his mind. Forgets things 
ru-^ckly and seems .to have 
great difficulty understand- 
ing how related facts go 
• together. 



Child picks up the relation- 
ships between facts very 
quickly and seems to underw 
stand how fact?? "fit toget- 
her" with little effort. 
Never needs explanations 
about complicated ideas. 
Rather, he understands so 
quickly that it amaze n adults • 




6. (II.A,1*) 

Pogrj^ grasp of reality, 
material objects. Frequently 
"all mixed up". Mixes up 
objects. Confuses distinguish^ 
ing features which identify 
objects. 



Clear grasp of identifying 
features of elements in 
child^s world. Able to 
recognize differences be- 
tween such objects as circles 
and ovals. Evidences clarity 
of grasp in using percepts 
in conversation and in other 
tasks where applicable. 



3 



(II.A^2.) 

Child has cp^eat deal of 
difficult/ in unnorstnnding 
ideas f?uch as bifffjcr, 
p^maller, louder, softer , 
etc* Kao trouble deciding 
on mie^stions such as this; 
vjheto ho has to make a 
series of discriminations 
"betv/eon objects and place 
them in order • 



Child finds it eJ^Jty to make 
a series i^ith objoctn or 
idean. Can quickly rank in 
order thin^^ or ideas accord- 
ing to si7.e, shape, i >• 
tance, etc. 





-2 


-1 


0 


1 


2 


3 





8. (n.A.30 

Lacks understanding of mean- 
ing of even small numbers 
like 1, 2, 3f etc. Not 
able to tell age with under« 
standing.. 



Good vinderstanding of mean^ 
ing of n\imbers« Can do 
simple addition, subtraction 
and multiplication. Applies 
concepts outside classroom. 





-2 


-1 


0 


1 


2 


3 





(II.A.3.) 

Recognir.es few, if any of 
the letters Of the alphas 
bet. Knov/s only a few of 
the sounds. Small interest 
in verbal tasks. 



Recognises all letters of 
alphabet and their sounds* 
Seems to recognize many 
different kinds of letters 
even though their shapes ^ 
are slightly different. 





-2 


-1 


0 


• 1 


2 


3 





10* (II.A.4.) 

Child seems to have a lot of 
trouble deciding what he is 
going to say. Words don't 
cnme easy and lie is often 
confused about picking ideas 
to get across. Doesn't know. 
v;hat to say first & often 
ncems unable to decide on 
viays to get an idea straight. 



Child always picks ways of 
raying things that are ex- 
actly how he thinks. Has 
meaningful A appropriate 
words for what he is tiying 
to say. 



T 



Child hns poor idea of vihy 
he fceln the v;ay he does. 
Sncmr. to have a (p:eat deal 
of difficulty in under- 
ntajidinc his ovm emotions. 
Has trouble interpreting 
how others feel ahout him 
and Goems confused about 
the reactions of others. 



Child alv/ays seems to have 
a correct understanding; of 
hov/ emotions operate and 
understanding the way others 
feel toward him. He sees the 
reasons for his own feelinf;s 
and seems to understand and 
accept his o\m uniqueness. 
Peels comfortable with him- 
self. 



-3 



-2 



-1 



12. (III^A.) 

Unable to express self. 
Words come out all jumbled. 
Seldom sjaeaks in complete 
sentences. Tends to ''ye 
uncommunicative. Uses mini; 
mum of words to express 
needs. 



Uses complete sentences iji 
speaking. Always knows wHit 
he wants to say and says it 
clearly. I^angup^e is easily 
understood. Words follow 
correct sequence. 



-3 



-2 



-1 



0 



3 



13. (III.A.1.) 

Still has babyish vocabulary. 
Uses sanie words over and 
over* Limited vocabulary. 
I,acl^ interest in learning 
noM words. 



Uses word s beyond the normal 
ran/je for age and understands 
meanin,*;^ of these words. 
Considerable interest in new 
or advanced words. 



-3 



-2 



-1 



ERIC 



3 



14. (III.A.2.) 

Child is very unexpressive 
in bis body movements, facial 
exprei5nionS| etc. Generally 
has one or two ext«*eQsions on 
his face and his ability to 
commiuiicate what he is think-* 
inr: in this way is limited. 
Seems very recei^d about 
prcnsin/j himself. Uses fs&s^ 
tures very little when talking. 



Child is very expressive in 
his body movements , range of 
facial expressions f eto« 
It's easy to "see»« what he 
is thinking because he can 
express a lot of thin/js with 
few words. IFses a lot of 
gestures when he talks in 
order to better explain hinw 
self to others* 



-3 



-2 



«l 



0 



2 



5 



15. ( lIIoB.l*) 

tltianlc to accomplish most 
of the practical life tanks • 
Difficulty in (IrcsGinfj and 
imdrcGsinfi nclf . Ijackc con-* 
trol in usG of "broom , polish 
raff, etc# Little ability in 
practical life tasks # 



DrnnRfis and undrernen ne]f 
efficiently. Powo v/ithout 
npillin/;* Alv/ayn nneo correct 
methoflf^ in practical life 
tasks • Carries ovor learn- 
ing into daily ro ';ine# 



-3 


-2 


~1 • 


• 0 


\ 


2 


3 





16. (III^B.2#) 

Lacks control: has trouble - 
holding pencil, scissors , 
etc* correctly* Is unable 
to cut even around larg^ 
objects, or follow large 
lines* Unable to or has 
difficulty in tracing 
stencils • Most always out-* 
side lines in coloring* 



Able to use pencil to draw 
some details* Able to cut 
around small cornerny etc* 
Able to trace objects well, 
even those with some detail* 
Able. to do an excellent job 
of coloring within lines. 
Can use small items without 
trouble* 



-3 


-2 


-1 


0 


1 


2 


3 





17* (ni*G*) 



Generally has the attitude , ^ Has positive attitude in 

•»I can't do it"* Peels iiv- ' doing a tank* Peels confi- 

sufficient about carrying out dent that he can do wha.t- 

miy ta^k* Is constantly asking ever he sets out to do* 

teacher for help* Follows An individual* Prefers to 

teacher or other children be leader* 
around* 



-3 


-2 


-1 


0 


1 


2 


3 - 





18* (III*C*) 

Does not want arching to do 
with other children. Prefers to 
work alone* Rejects help from 
other children* Almost no con- 
sideration for others* Hants 
to he bono in group activity* 
Knocks do»m other's projects, 
tottles on others continually* 



Gets (tlonr: very well with 
peers. Vei^ willing? to share 
with others* Likes to parw 
ticipatc in rpcawp activities* 
Very connidorate of othera* 
Enjoys v/orking with group 
on projects* 



19^ {\IUC.) 

Rejects adult holp# Pcatw 
ful or resentful in presence 
of adult • IJnresponnive. 
Sullen# Tends to avoid con- 
tact with adults if posr>il)lo. 



Gctn alonf^ very well i^ith 
adultn. In open, friendly 
and responsive • Peels com- 
fortable with adult sufrges- 
tions will listen to 
helpful comments* F#xprcsscs 
feelin/js openly with adults 
& tries to work out disa^ 
grecments* 




20* In your opinion, how does this 
in his preparation for school? 

Child seems to lack a lot of 
the skills that other kids his 
orje have* Seems to be slow in 
Icp-rnins the academic, social 
and physical skills which will 
enable him to be an interested, 
involved and successfxil student* 



child compare with other children his age 



Child seems to be extremely 
well prepared tfith the 
academic, social, A nhysical 
skills that kids need to be 
interested, involved, A 
Guccessful in school. Seems 
much better prepared than 
other kids his age* 




(Hater Accuracy) 

HOW confident axe you that you have accurately descrlted the hehavlor of 

this child? 



IJot sure, could easily 
have an inaccurate or incom- 
plete picture of the child^s 
behavior* 



Very confident* Have seen 
him in all sorts of situation 
& feel that I know all his 
behaviors* 




* 



Session # 



Form II 



TAHOM SCHOOL DISTRICT ij«409 
■ Speaker Evaluation Form 



Directions: Rate this session by placing an X in the space that most characterizes 
your conception of thi s session # For example, if you thought the 
session was good",* place em X in the first box; if bad, place the X 
in box 8* Values may be checked from 1 to 8 depending on how 
strongly you feel* Please respond to all questions (A-I). 



A 


Good 


B 


Important 


C 


Useful 


S 


?leaf«int 


E 


Valuable 


P 


Strong 


G 


Beautiful 


H 


Interesting 


I 


Fair 



1 * < 
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Bsui 

Unimportant 

Useless 

Unpleasant 

Worthless 

Weak 

Ugly 

Boring 

Unfair 



How might this session have been inqproved? 



What was the most important idea you received from this session? 



What was the least in^ortant idea you received from this session? 



TD ACffiSI Ly ^TUAf lOM OF PROJECT C.H._I«li^. 
C4J1 R^v, r;ducatio ncl Psychology , _Univc^^U^^ 

Dear Teacher: 

I hcvc been cskcd to gather information ^^^^'^'^^''f ^^^''thnof i^ 
C.H.I.L.D. It is osscntir.1 that wc got this i^f''"!'^*^^" ^^^f l^^^^f 1.^%^^ 
out. Please respond to the following questions using a Ho. 2 pencil ...id tno 
enclosed I.B.H. form and return to me in the addrcsGcd envelope. 

Thcnks, 

Gil Sex, Fh.D, 

Educational Psycholcgy Department 
University of 'Washir^gton 

niSlBUCTICHS ; 

Fill in grade and school. Use the follc«ing scale to indicate your 
agreement or disagreement on each question: 

Strongly Agree: "a" Disagree: "d" 

Agree: "b" Strongly Disagree: "c 

Uncertain: "o" 

For cxenplc, if you strou ^qy agrco with a statement, you "°"l"^^P^»°j?; 
shortlpacc beneath tHTTctter "a" in the appropriate section with J^^^ ™ 
Ssw^r s^et r..d queotion im.bers corresponding. Howevor, if you should happen 
to disagree with it, you would pencil the short space beneath the 1^"^^^ • 
FlcSTSc the back of the IBM form for your additional corHnents. not fold 
the TM sheet, 

SECTION is H.D.F. TRAlIilE-G 

I, ^ H.D.P. training workshop was cn exciting experience, 

2, I felt that the leader of the Workshop was not effective, 

3. I felt that the workshop load to constructive changes la my style of 

" teaching. 

4. The video-tape recording and playback cf demonstration -nu-^ic circles" 
was a ttocful prxt of the workshop. 

Watching the consultant do "magic circles" was useful. 

6, The soquonce of Iv^arning during the workshop was useful. 



Continued. *,, 



Toachor Kvaliuition 
Juno, 1972 
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! • I foci that vfc did not hr.vc cncugii time during the wcrkshopn* 

_ ^ & • It io useful to v/ctch other teachers dc "magic circles #** 

$ • The workshop wao well dooignod to tccxsh mc how to do "ma£;ic circles 

10# The results of "magic circles" have not been v/orth the time the work- 
shop required, 

1 1 • I feel competoiit in doing ''inagic circles" with my class* 
^kip to 

Section II SSCTIOH II; PROGR/JI MTERIAIg 

of Answer Shoot: 

4 1* The lesson plcjic arc complete c^id meaningful, 

4 2 • Ilany lesson plans arc not clear, 

43 • I sec the need for many changes in the lesson plans to malcc them 

more effective, 

4 4* The lesson tcpic3 hold the interest of the children, 

4 5 » The soquoncc cf lessons socms well planned, 

4 6, I would roccnijncnd the H,i),P, progrrjn to a new teacher, 

4 7* I think the aims of the program arc useful to children's learning. 

4 8, I am definitely going to continue using the program next yccir, 

4 9* There seems to be good support for the program at my grade level. 

5 0* Teachers should work tugcther on this progrcm, 

5 1* I would he willing to domonstrato a circle to other teachers, 

52. I feel that th*. Hxjjnan Dcvolopmcnt Program docsn^t fit in with the 
rest of tho curriculum, 

5 3. The Human Development Progrcra should be part cf training for now 
teachers, 

5 4* I have used the resource materials in the Project C#H,I,L#D, Library, 



Continued,,,, 



Teacher Uvaliu\ticn 
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sECTioH Hit __H>I>a^ comg? 

NOTE: 

Skip to 

Section III 

of Ancwcr Shuct: 

^81 • Peelings should be strccscd more than thouchts or behavior. 

Q2. In H.D*?. "Mctstery" racano how well a child does in school. 

^83. In H.B.P., «Av/c.rcness^' runs through the entire program. 

^84. Social Interaction refers to the child*s r-bility to adjust to society. 

85. A withdravm child should be excluded frcm "magic circles." 

^86. -TeachorG should modul the consultant's "style" to be effective* 

87. "iiogic circles" should be a daily classroom activity. 

^08. Fifteen tc tv;onty kids is the bcnl; size for "magic circles." 

^89. Host circlps will nin for l/Z hour to do a lesson ccmpletcly. 

^90. The Human DovclcFmont Progrcun is primarily for emotionally troubled 

children. 

9 1^ A child should be strictly cnccuro^rcd to reveal thing's that scare him. 

^92. H.D.P. is intended to prevent rather than euro social and emotional 

problems. 



Continued: Co to Section IV, next pago* 
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SECTION IV; Ed iyatj^on Survey Pago 4. 

Juno,. 1972 

J^^E!i9II2il?- Given bolovi arc 20 statements on educational ideas and problems 
about which %/c all have beliefs, opinions, and attitudes. Vic all think differ- 
ently about such matters, and this ocalc is an attempt to let you express your 
beliefs and opinions* Respond to each of the items as follows, mailing certain 
that your ansv/crs are placed in Section IV_pf the I,B>M> sheet boginning ^with 
number 121 ; 

Strongly A,^eet "a" Disagree: _ *'d'* 

Agree : "b*« Strongly Disagree : "c" 

Uncertain: "c" 

Per example, if you stro nfely .^"^c?, with a statement, you would pencil the 
short space beneath the letter '^a" in Section IV of the IBIJ sheet, the answer 
sheet aiid question numbers corresponding* However, if you should happen to 
disagree v;ith it, you t^ould pencil the short space beneath the letter "d"« 
Respond to each statement as best you con. Go rapidly laut carefully. Do not 
spend too much time on any one statement try to respond and then go on. 



121 The goals of education should be dictated by children's interests 
andjioeds, as well as l3y the larg r demands of society. 

122 ilo subject is more impor jTaiit jthan the personalities of the pupils. 

123 Schools of todcy are neglecting the three R»s. 

124 The pupil-teachor relationship is the relationship between a child 
v*ho needs direction, guxdcnco, and control and a teacher who is 
an expert supplying direction, guidance, and control. 

- - * — 

125 Teachers, like tmiveraity professors, should have academic free- 
dom — freedom to teach what they think is right and best. 

1 26 The backbone of the school c\irriclum is subject matter; activities 
arc useful mainly to facilitate the learning of subject matter. 

127 Teachers should encourage pupils to study and criticize our own 

and other econonjic systems and practices. 

128 The traditional moral standards of our children, should not just 

be accepted J thoy should be examined and tested in solving the 
present problems of students. 

129 Learning is experimental j the child should be taught to tost alters 
natives before accepting any ef them., 

130 The curriculixra consists of subject matter to be learned and 
skills to be acquired. 

131 lihc true view of education is o arranging learning that the child 
gradually builds up a store house of knowledge that ho can use 
in the future. 

ERIC 
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Education Survey ^ 



_^132 One of the bi^* difficulticc with modern schools is that discipline 
io often sacrificed to the iatcrr.'?ts of children. 

?hc curriculum should contain an orderly arrangement of subjects 

that rcprcaont the best of our cultural -hcritago* 

^134 Discipline should bo gosrcrned ty lon£;-rangc interests and well- 
OGtablishcd staiidards. 

^135 Education and educational institutions must be sources of new 

social ideas; education must be a social program undergoing con- 
tinual rcccnstraction. 

^136 Right from the voiy first grado. teachers must teach the child \ 
at his own level and not at the level of «the grade he is in# 

^137 Children should be allowed more freedom than thoy usually get 
in the execution of learning activities. 

^138 Learning is essentially a process of increasing one's store of 
information about the various fields of laiouludgc. 

^139 In a democracy, teachers should help students understand .not only ' 
the moaning of democracy but also the meaning of the ideologies 
of other political systems. 

140 Children need and should have more supervision and discipline than 
they usually got* ,f ^ ^ . 



v;atck your NUiiCijRiiiG c:i -KiiD iBi; simm witriii ssctions. 



